
Retrospect 
Sutton	Grammar	School	History	Society	presents	

Crime, Punishment and Justice 

Watergate	 Gunpowder	Plot	 The	Middle	Ages	

PLUS:	Was	Soviet	Law	as	bad	as	it	seemed?	



Contents 
4 Middle Ages 

5 British Police 

7 The Haitian Revolution 

8 The Crime of the Century 

10 William Wallace 

11 Soviet Law 

13 The Gunpowder Plot 

16 Nuremburg Trials 

18 The Necessity of Murder 

19 McCarthyism 

21 The Birmingham Six, Guildford Four and Maguire 

Seven  

23 The Dreyfus Affair 

25 The Watergate Scandal 

26 Law and Judgement 

28 Justinian’s Justice 

30 Alumni Corner - Justice on the Front Line 

 



Editorial 
Welcome to the 12th issue of Retrospect, which focuses 

on crime, punishment and justice.  

 

As this is the 7irst issue of this academic year, we’ve got a 

brand new editing team and some brilliant articles from 

new writers from the lower years of the school. We’ve 

covered events spanning over seven centuries, from all 

over the world, so you can see how crime, punishment 

and justice has evolved over time and place.  

 

So, dive in and read about some infamous examples of 

crime, punishment and justice, including the Gunpowder 

Plot and Watergate Scandal, and some lesser known – 

but no less interesting – events, such as the Haitian Rev-

olution and Justinian’s Justice. 

 

Happy	reading!	



Middle Ages 
By Max Wingham, Year 9 

Retrospect	

C 
rime	 is	 all	 around	 us;	 throughout	 history	 it	
always	has	been,	 and	 it	 probably	 always	will	
be.	 Crimes	 vary	 in	 severity	 and	 for	 every	
crime	there	must	be	a	punishment.	Nowadays,	

this	 may	 consist	 of	 jail	 time	 or,	 in	 more	 serious	 cases,	
capital	 punishment,	 but	 throughout	 history	 criminals	
haven’t	 always	 been	 so	 lucky.	 This	 article	 will	 explore	
some	of	the	more	interesting	punishments	from	the	Mid-
dle	Ages	and	what	the	criminals	did	to	deserve	them.	

Imagine	you	are	 in	Medieval	England	and	you	decide	 to	
steal	 an	 item	 -	you	don’t	know	who	 the	person	you	are	
stealing	from	is,	but	you	need	the	money.	As	you	walk	up	
to	them,	you	take	the	coins	they	have	on	them.	However,	
they	have	authority,	 so	 they	arrest	you	on	 the	 spot	and	
you	 7ind	 yourself	 in	 custody.	 In	 the	 21st	 century,	 you	
would	probably	 end	up	with	 some	 jail	 time	 for	 a	 crime	
like	 this,	 but	 not	 in	 the	medieval	 age;	 your	punishment	
would	be	much	worse.	
Very	 lucky	 criminals	
might	 have	 ended	 up	
with	 a	 large	 7ine,	 but	
this	 wasn’t	 always	 the	
case	 and	 most	 crimi-
nals	 ended	 up	 with	 a		
much	 gorier	 punish-
ment	.	The	most	common	was	to	have	your	ears	or	hands	
cut	off;	this	might	have	killed	you	from	infection	or	blood	
loss,	but	the	worst	cases	of	the	theft	would	result	in	the	
criminal	being	hanged.	Theft	was	commonplace,	so	pun-
ishments	like	these	were	handed	out	all	the	time.	

In	 medieval	 times	 torture	 was	 common	 if	 authorities	
needed	 information	 from	 a	 criminal.	 Some	 of	 their	 tor-
ture	techniques	are	too	graphic	to	describe,	but	they	all	
did	 their	 job	 in	 the	 end.	One	 form	of	 torture	was	called	
‘the	 chair	 of	 torture’.	 As	 well	 as	 the	 name	 being	 very	
threatening,	 the	 chair	 was	 also	 very	 menacing.	 It	 was	
layered	 in	 up	 to	 7ifteen-hundred	 spikes	 and	 the	 victim	
was	 tied	 down	 onto	 the	 chair.	 Once	 the	 person	 was	 in	
place,	the	spikes	punctured	the	7lesh	and	resulted	in	ex-
cruciating	pain	which	was	likely	to	make	anyone	confess.	
Another	 brutal	 torture	method	was	 the	 rack,	 a	wooden	
frame	with	rollers	either	side.	The	person’s	ankles	were	
fastened	 to	 the	 bottom	 roller	 and	 their	 arms	 to	 the	 top	
roller.	 It	 is	 pretty	 easy	 to	 understand	 what	 happened	
next.	 As	 the	 wheels	 rotated,	 they	 slowly	 stretched	 the	
person	 out	 and	 slowly	 their	 joints	 dislocated,	 and	 their	
bones	broke,	until	the	pain	was	too	much	and	they	had	to	
give	the	authorities	their	information.	

The	worst	way	to	be	killed	 in	 the	medieval	ages	was	 to	
be	 hanged,	 drawn	 and	 quartered.	 During	 this	 punish-
ment,	 the	convict	was	7irst	drawn	behind	a	horse	to	the	
place	 of	 execution.	 After	 this,	 a	 huge	 crowd	 of	 people	
would	watch	as	the	person	was	hanged.	However,	this	is	
not	 where	 their	 suffering	 ended	 because	 they	 weren’t	

hanged	 until	 the	 point	 of	 death	 (just	 until	 they	 were	
nearly	dead).	After	this	came	the	worst	part:	the	quarter-
ing,	when	the		still-alive	criminal	was	cut	up,	disembow-
elled,	and	had	their	head	cut	off.	This	was	often	for	men	
who	had	committed	an	act	of	high	treason	and	if	a	wom-
an	 committed	 the	 same	 crime	 they	 were	 likely	 to	 be	
burned	at	the	stake.	This	was	arguably	just	as	bad	a	pun-
ishment	 and	 it	 is	 pretty	 easy	 to	understand	why.	Being	
burnt	 alive	 while	 bound	 by	 your	 ankles,	 abdomen	 and	
arms	 to	 a	 wooden	 stake	 is	 de7initely	 not	 a	 nice	way	 to	
pass.	 These	 were	 both	 very	 harsh	 punishments	 and	
weren’t	dished	out	for	the	fun	of	it;	to	be	hanged,	drawn	
and	 quartered	 meant	 you	 had	 done	 something	 very	
wrong.	

Another	equally	disturbing	torture	technique	was	called	
‘the	saw.’	This	 is	where	a	victim	was	hung	upside	down	
and	two	men	sawed	up	from	between	their	legs	to	their	

abdomen	 and	 in	 some	
cases	 the	 victim	 was	
literally	 cut	 in	 half.	 It	
sounds	strange	to	hang	
them	upside	down,	but	
this	 was	 to	 keep	 the	
blood	 7lowing	 in	 their	
head,	which	kept	 them	

conscious	 for	 longer;	 if	 you	were	 the	 right	way	up,	 you	
would	pass	out	and	die	relatively	quickly,	but	being	up-
side	 down	prevented	 this,	 and	 as	 a	 result	 the	 pain	was	
unbearable	and	it	occurred	for	longer	as	well.	Most	peo-
ple	would	confess	before	 the	 sawing	 even	began,	 and	 it	
took	 a	 very	 brave	 person	 to	 keep	 their	 secret	 in	 until	
they	died	to	keep	the	information	forever	unknown.	

To	 summarise,	 punishments	 nowadays	 are	 light	 com-
pared	 to	 the	 punishments	 back	 in	 the	 medieval	 ages.	 I	
doubt	anyone	can	imagine	committing	a	crime	and	their	
sentence	 being	 any	 of	 the	 above	 punishments.	 In	 my	
opinion,	this	was	one	of	the	most	brutal	periods	for	pun-
ishments	 throughout	 their	 evolution	 and	 I	 am	 certainly	
happy	 I	wasn’t	 alive	 to	 see	 any	of	 these	harsh	methods	
put	into	action.	Moral	of	the	story:	if	you	want	to	survive	
in	the	world,	don’t	commit	a	crime	

this was often for men who had committed an 

act of  high treason and if  a woman committed 

the same crime they were likely to be burned at 

the stake 
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British Police 

How far have they come? 

By James Webb, Year 12 

A 
s	 you	 can	 probably	 guess,	 policemen	 are	 not	
the	same	today	as	 they	were	back	when	they	
were	 7irst	 established	 as	 a	 professional	 force	
in	1822	by	the	Home	Secretary	at	the	time,	Sir	

Robert	Peel.	Sir	Robert	Peel	is	credited	for	the	introduc-
tion	of	the	government-run	form	of	policing	when	in	ac-
tual	fact,	policing	in	Britain	did	start	before	his	Metropol-

itan	Police	Act	of	1829,	although,	in	actual	fact,	not	to	the	

organised	extent	of	Peel’s	force.	In	18th	Century	Britain,	

law	 enforcement	 and	 policing	 was	 organised	 by	 local	

communities	 based	 on	 watchmen	 and	 constables;	 the	

government	 was	 not	 directly	 involved	 in	 policing.	 The	

7irst	British	city	with	a	coordinated	police	force	was	the	

city	of	Glasgow,	with	an	enormous	nine	of7icers	for	a	city	

with	 a	 population	 of	 roughly	 100,000!	 Tiny	 in	 number,	

but	 what	 was	more	 signi7icant	 was	 this	 licenced	 police	

force	was	formed	in	1789,	40	years	before	Peel’s	act.	

	

Of	course,	the	most	famous	introduction	of	a	police	force	

in	Britain	was	Sir	Robert	Peel’s	Metropolitan	Police	Act	

of	1829.	The	sophistication	of	 the	 regulations	his	police	

had	 were	 quite	 remarkable.	 These	 were	 known	 as	 the	

‘Peelian	Principles’	and	they	describe	the	philosophy	that	

Sir	 Robert	 Peel	 developed	 to	 de7ine	 an	 ethical	 police	

force.	 The	 principles	 traditionally	 ascribed	 to	 Peel	 state	

that,	 in	 short:	 every	 police	 of7icer	 had	 an	 identi7ication	

number	so	that	they	

could	 be	 held	 ac-

countable	 for	 their	

actions;	 the	 effec-

tiveness	 of	 the	 po-

lice	 was	 measured	

by	 the	 lack	of	 crime	

and	not	 the	number	

of	 the	 arrests;	 and,	

above	 all	 else,	 an	

effective	authority	7igure	knows	trust	and	accountability	

are	 paramount.	 Hence,	 Peel's	most	 often	 quoted	 princi-

ple	that	"The	police	are	the	public	and	the	public	are	the	

police."	The	new	Metropolitan	Police	were	answerable	to	

an	 area	 of	 seven	miles	 in	 radius	 from	 the	 centre	 of	 the	

city,	bar	the	City	of	London,	which	was	later	extended	to	

15	 miles.	 The	 government	 deliberately	 tried	 to	 avoid	

creating	any	likeness	between	the	police	and	military;	in	

particular,	 the	of7icers	of	 the	new	police	 force	were	not	

armed	and	a	blue	uniform	was	chosen,	dissimilar	to	that	

of	 the	army.	The	City	of	London	was	excluded	 from	 the	

remit	 of	 the	 police	 force,	 as	 the	mayor	 refused	 to	 be	 a	

part	of	 the	London-wide	 force	as	 they	believed	 that	 the	

area	 had	 special	 liberties	 dating	 back	 to	 Magna	 Carta	

(they	made	their	own	force	in	1832).	

	

Over	the	next	80	years,	there	were	no	big	changes	in	the	

police	force	and	in	policing,	except	for	the	introduction	of	

small	forces	all	over	Britain	in	most	counties	and	the	use	

of	 dogs.	 However,	 by	 the	 time	 of	 the	 First	 World	War,	

there	were	major	developments	in	the	police	force	-	spe-

ci7ically	 the	 makeup	 of	 the	 Met	 Police.	 Due	 to	 the	 vast	

number	of	policemen,	and	other	men,	having	to	go	off	to	

the	 war	 to	 7ight,	 this	 left	 the	 door	 open	 for	 pioneering	

women	to	seize	the	policing	roles	that	these	men	left	be-

hind,	which	were	previously	reserved	for	men.	One	such	

pioneer	was	Mrs	Edith	Smith.	She	was	the	7irst	woman	to	

be	sworn	in	as	a	police	constable,	with	of7icial	powers	of	

arrest	 in	 Grantham,	 Lincolnshire,	 in	 December	 1915.	

Across	 the	UK,	around	4,000	women	 took	on	a	policing	

function	 as	 voluntary	 patrols,	 aiming	 to	 ensure	 orderly	

behaviour	 in	 parks,	 railways	 stations	 and	 other	 public	

spaces.	Smith’s	 role	was	 important	because	she	had	 the	

same	powers	as	an	ordinary	policeman,	was	employed	as	

a	member	of	 the	 local	police	 force,	and	was	answerable	

to	 the	 Chief	 Consta-

ble.	 There	 were	 of	

course	 people	 that	

were	opposed	to	the	

idea	 of	 women	 po-

lice	 of7icers:	 The	

Home	Of7ice	advised	

that	 women	 could	

not	 be	 sworn	 in	 be-

cause	 they	 did	 not	

count	as	 ‘proper	persons’	 in	 the	eyes	of	 the	 law.	Never-

theless,	she	was	appointed	and	if	you	think	that	she	was	

an	admired	 7igure	 in	 the	 feminist	camp	then	you	would	

be	 mistaken.	 In	 the	 years	 before	 her	 appointment,	 the	

Suffragette	 movement	 campaigned	 for	 women	 to	 have	

the	 right	 to	 be	 police	 of7icers,	 in	 the	 hope	 that	 female	

victims	 of	 crime	might	 receive	 fair	 and	 sensitive	 treat-

ment	in	courts	and	police	stations.	However,	Smith’s	end

-of-year	 report	 suggested	 that	 women	 acting	 as	
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A portrait of Sir Robert Peel,  the  founder of the British police force 

‘prostitutes’	 were	 the	 highest	 cause	 of	 concern	 for	 her	
and,	 coupled	with	 her	 program	 of	 effectively	 spying	 on	
soldiers	wives	whilst	 they	were	 away	 to	 check	on	 their	
spousal	 7idelity,	 caused	 many	 of	 the	 ‘Women’s	 Rights’	
movements	 to	 sever	 ties	 with	 promoting	 the	 employ-
ment	 of	 policewomen.	 The	 appointment	 of	 the	 7irst	 fe-
male	 police	 of7icer	 in	 1915	 was	 undoubtedly	 an	 im-
portant	precedent.	 It	 enabled	women	 to	 show	 that	 they	
could	 undertake	 a	 policing	 role	 effectively	 and	 profes-
sionally.	Yet	the	specialist	nature	of	Edith	Smith’s	duties	
–	 in	 effect	morally	 regulating	women	and	 girls	 –	meant	
that	the	argument	was	won	on	the	grounds	not	of	equali-
ty	 but	 of	 difference.	Women’s	 police	 work	 was	 de7ined	
from	the	outset	as	separate	and	distinct	from	that	of	po-
licemen.	This	approach	continued	to	structure	and	shape	
their	role	until	the	Sex	Discrimination	and	Equal	Pay	Acts	
of	the	1970s,	when	women	were	 7inally	admitted	to	po-
licing	on	the	same	pay,	terms	and	conditions	as	men.	
	
From	the	1970s	to	the	present,	policing	in	Britain	has	not	
changed	a	great	deal.	It	is	really	only	the	technology	that	

is	being	used	nowadays	that	has	differed,	including	heli-
copters	 and	 other	 modes	 of	 transport,	 to	 heat	 sensors	
and	many	others.	Due	 to	 the	 increased	terrorism	threat	
in	recent	British	history,	the	Peelian	view	that	police	of-
7icers	 should	 not	 carry	 a	 gun,	 to	 distance	 the	 likeness	
between	the	army	and	the	police,	has	been	revised.	
	
To	conclude,	policing	 in	Britain	has	 certainly	developed	
since	its	implementation	into	our	nation.	From	the	addi-
tion	of	women	to	the	force,	to	the	use	of	dogs,	it’s	fair	to	
say	that	the	police	force	of	Britain	has	changed	in	some	
signi7icant	ways.	However,	the	‘Peelian	Principles’	of	the	
1830s	 have	 hardly	 changed	 over	 the	 evolution	 of	 the	
British	 police	 force.	 I	 believe	 this	 really	 shows	 the	 so-
phistication	of	Sir	Robert	Peel	and	his	police	force	of	the	
1800s,	 as	 to	 still	 be	 using	 the	 same	principles	when	 so	
much	else	has	changed	shows	how	competent	his	vision	
of	 the	 police	 force	 really	 was.	 Reading	 this	 makes	 me	
think	of	the	future	of	the	police	force:	will	we	still	be	us-
ing	Peel’s	principles,	or	will	there	even	be	human	police	
of7icers?	
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By Finn Tatham, Year 8 

The Haitian Revolution 

T 
he	 Haitian	 Revolution	 is	 the	 second	 largest	
slave	uprising	in	history,	second	only	to	that	of	
the	 infamous	 uprising	 led	 by	 Spartacus.	 Con-
trastingly	 to	Spartacus,	 the	Haitian	Revolution	

was	in	fact	successful,	with	the	nation	gaining	independ-
ence	 from	 French	 Colonial	 rule.	 Before	 going	 into	 the	
details	 of	 the	 revolution	 itself,	 we	 7irst	 have	 to	 under-
stand	 the	 motives	 and	 the	 political	 situation	 of	 Haiti,	
which,	 at	 the	 time,	 was	 named	 Saint-Domingue	 by	 the	
French.	

Haiti	had	been	a	colony	for	hundreds	of	years	prior	to	the	
uprising	 in	1791,	and	the	
nation	 was	 divided	 into	
classes.	 The	 slaves,	 who	
were	 of	 African	 descent,	
did	backbreaking	work	in	
the	 7ields,	 whilst	 being	
punished	 and	 whipped	
regularly.	 Some	 slaves	
who	 managed	 to	 escape	
trekked	 to	 the	 almost	
inaccessible	mountains,	where	 they	 joined	the	Maroons,	
who	 often	 fought	 guerrilla	 wars	 against	 the	 French,	
Spanish	and	English	militias.	Then	there	were	the	Mulat-
toes,	 who	 consisted	 of	 emancipated	 slaves	 and	 mixed	
African-European	 freedman.	 Some	 were	 given	 French	
citizenship,	 some	 fought	 with	 the	 Maroons	 and	 raided	
plantations,	 some	 owned	 plantations	 themselves	 and	
helped	recapture	them.	Finally,	there	were	the	Freemen.	
These	 consisted	 of	 the	white,	 French	 people	 who	 were	
merchants,	bankers,	traders	and	plantation	owners.	

The	start	of	the	Haitian	Revolution	came	purely	from	the	
resentment	toward	the	slave	owners.	Before	1791,	there	
were	 skirmishes	between	 the	 slaves	and	 the	 slave	mas-
ters,	 which	 eventually	 boiled	 down	 to	 one	 man,	 Tous-
saint	Louverture,	a	former	slave	who	was	responsible	at	
the	 time	 for	 inspiring	 the	 enslaved	 population	 to	 7ight	
warfare.	Prior	to	this,	there	was	an	act	passed	which	stat-
ed	 that	 all	 blacks	who	had	 property,	 or	 the	 free	blacks,	
were	 given	 active	 citizenship,	 excluding	 the	 enslaved	
population.	 This	 was	 the	 main	 motivation	 for	 Louver-
ture’s	attacks.	The	7irst	attack	began	on	21st	August,	with	
the	 overthrow	 of	 slave	 masters	 in	 many	 plantations	
across	the	country.	One	year	 later,	 the	enslaved	popula-
tion	had	gained	nearly	a	third	of	the	island,	even	against	
French	 Imperial	 troops	 bombarding	 the	 rebel	 territory.	
The	Maroons	had	a	sizeable	advantage	in	their	battles	as	
they	 were	 accustomed	 to	 the	 harsh	 and	 remote	moun-
tains	 upon	 which	 they	 fought.	 After	 a	 few	 years	 of	
7ighting	 between	 Louverture’s	 free	 slave	 army	 and	 the	
French	 Imperial	 army,	 the	 Spanish	 got	 involved.	 From	
1791	to	1793,	the	Spanish	fought	alongside	French	royal-

ists	and	the	Free	Black	Army	against	the	French	Republic	
and	 the	 slave	owners,	 but	 in	1793,	 the	 Spanish	 and	 the	
royalists	 turned	 on	 the	 Free	 Black	 Army,	 along	 with	
Great	Britain.	The	whole	situation	was	a	huge	mess.	Why	
would	the	Spanish,	French	Loyalists	and	now	the	British	
go	 to	war	over	a	small	French	Colony?	The	answer	was	
simply	because	the	colony	of	Haiti	was	the	most	valuable	
colony	in	the	Caribbean,	exporting	60%	of	all	the	world’s	
sugar.	Furthermore,	when	one	nation	wouldn’t	cooperate	
with	another,	they	would	switch	sides,	resulting	in	one	of	
the	most	confusing	and	mismatched	battle7ields	in	histo-
ry.	In	1804,	the	British	had	eventually	sided	with	the	ex-

slaves,	 possibly	 sensing	
their	 victory,	 as	 by	 this	
point	 the	 rebels	 con-
trolled	almost	all	of	Haiti.	
Napoleon	 Bonaparte	
wanted	 to	 reinstall	 slav-
ery	 in	 Haiti,	 but	 the	 ex-
slaves	 and	 the	 Maroons	
battled	 Napoleon	 out	 of	
the	 colony.	 In	 1802,	 Lou-

verture	was	 captured	 and	 imprisoned	 in	 France,	where	
he	died	of	pneumonia	on	7th	April	1803.	He	 remains,	 in	
the	 eyes	 of	 many,	 a	 signi7icant	 7igure	 surrounding	 the	
freedom	of	slaves.	The	revolution	itself	is	considered	one	
of	the	most	important	moments	in	the	history	of	oppos-
ing	racism	within	the	Atlantic	region.	

What	were	the	effects	of	the	Revolution?	First	of	all,	the	
island	 of	 Haiti	 became	 the	 7irst	 state	 to	 be	 completely	
governed	by	former	slaves	and	stood	out	as	the	7irst	na-
tion	in	the	Atlantic	to	be	rid	of	colonialism.	Shortly	after	
the	revolution	the	Haitian	Massacre	took	place.	This	was	
the	killing	of	 the	 last	 remaining	 conspirators	who	were	
French	and	happened	in	1804,	after	Jean	Jacques	Dessa-
lines,	a	general	of	the	Revolution,	deemed	that	all	white	
men	in	Haiti	should	be	put	to	death.	After	the	massacre,	
Dessalines	 sought	 to	 establish	 friendly	 links	with	 other	
slavery	states.	

The	 most	 important	 and	 de7ining	 thing	 that	 occurred	
after	 the	 revolution	 were	 the	 reparation	 of	 taxes	 from	
Haiti	to	France.	These	stated	that	the	nation	of	Haiti	was	
ordered	to	pay	France	150	million	francs,	which	is	equiv-
alent	 to	 40	 billion	 US	 dollars	 as	 of	 2010.	 These	 taxes	
completely	 crippled	 Haiti,	 and	 as	 a	 result,	 the	 nation	
slowly	became	one	of	the	poorest	nations	in	the	world.	In	
2003,	 there	was	 an	 appeal	 for	 France	 to	 pay	 23	 billion	
dollars	to	Haiti,	to	help	undo	the	damage	the	original	tax-
es	had	done	to	the	country.	The	appeal	was	rejected,	but	
in	the	wake	of	the	2010	earthquake	the	Paris	club	man-
aged	 to	 of7icially	 cancel	 all	 of	 Haiti’s	 taxes,	 and	 they	
stopped	paying	them	in	the	same	year	

the British had eventually sided with the ex

-slaves, possibly sensing their victory, as by 

this point the rebels controlled almost all 

of  Haiti 
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‘My	 life	 has	 been	 threatened,	 M.	 Poirot.	 Now,	 I’m	 a	man	

who	can	take	pretty	good	care	of	himself.	But	as	I	look	at	it	

I	might	as	well	make	assurance	doubly	sure.	I	fancy	you’re	

the	 man	 for	 my	 money,	 M.	 Poirot.	 And	 remember	 –	 big	

money.’ 

‘I	regret,	monsieur,	I	cannot	oblige	you.’ 

‘You’ve	 got	 a	 pretty	 good	 nerve,’	 said	 Ratchett	 ‘What’s	

wrong	with	my	proposition?’ 

‘If	 you	 will	 forgive	me	 for	 being	 personal	 –	 I	 do	 not	 like	

your	 face,	Mr	Ratchett,’	 said	Poirot.	And	with	 that	he	 left	

the	restaurant-car. 

Murder	on	the	Orient	Express,	Agatha	Christie,	1934 

 

T 
his	autumn,	Kenneth	Branagh	directs	and	stars	
in	 a	 new	 version	 of	 Agatha	 Christie’s	 classic	
‘locked	 room	 (or	 train)’	 murder	 mystery,	
‘Murder	on	the	

Orient	 Express’.	 The	
book	was	7irst	published	
on	New	Year’s	Day	1934	
and	 soon	 won	 popular	
acclaim,	 going	 on	 to	 be-
come	probably	Christie’s	
best	 known	 work.	 How-
ever,	 the	 inspiration	 for	
the	plot’s	 tangled	narra-
tive	 occurred	 two	 years	
earlier,	 in	 the	 so	 called	
‘Crime	 of	 the	 Century’;	
the	 kidnap	 and	 murder	
of	 the	 infant	 son	 of	 the	
famous	 American	 avia-
tors	 Charles	 Lindbergh	
and	Anne	Morrow.	Lind-
bergh	 had	 won	 world-
wide	 fame	with	 his	 7irst	
solo	 crossing	 of	 the	 At-
lantic	 Ocean	 by	 aero-
plane	 in	1927	and	Mor-
row	 became	 a	 famous	
pilot	in	her	own	right	as	
the	 two	 7lew	 across	 the	 globe,	 charting	 new	 air	 routes	
and	breaking	records	aplenty.	
	
By	1932,	the	family	had	settled	in	East	Amwell,	New	Jer-
sey.	 Their	 7irst	 child,	 Charles	 Jr.,	 had	 been	 born	 in	 June	
1930,	 and	 by	 early	 1932	 Morrow	 was	 pregnant	 with	
their	second	child.	On	the	evening	of	1st	March,	the	baby	
was	 taken	up	to	his	 room	and	put	down	by	nurse	Betty	
Gow.	At	around	9.30pm,	Lindbergh	recalled	some	sort	of	
noise	or	thump	from	outside	the	house	but	did	not	inves-
tigate.	At	approximately	10.00pm,	Gow	went	up	to	check	

on	 the	 baby	 and	 found	 the	 crib	 empty.	 Checking	 with	
both	Morrow	and	Lindbergh	that	Charles	Jr.	(or	Chas	as	
he	 was	 called)	 was	 not	 with	 them,	 it	 became	 apparent	
that	 an	 abduction	 had	 taken	 place.	 The	 frantic	 parents	
searched	the	room	and	found	a	scrawled	ransom	note	on	
the	 windowsill	 of	 the	 nursery,	 demanding	 $50,000.	 A	
broken	ladder	was	found	below	the	nursery	window	and	
muddy	footprints,	but	no	7ingerprints,	were	found	in	the	
room	 itself.	 They	 called	 the	 police	 and	 the	 New	 Jersey	
State	Police	took	over	the	investigation.	
	
The	case	quickly	became	a	media	sensation,	and	over	the	
ensuing	weeks	more	ransom	notes	were	received,	asking	
for	sums	of	up	to	$70,000.	Lindbergh’s	lawyer	appointed	
private	investigators	and	local	‘celebrity’	John	F.	Condon	
offered	 to	 act	 as	 a	 go-between	 to	 facilitate	 the	 ransom	

payment,	 an	 act	 accept-
ed	by	the	family	and,	via	
another	 note,	 by	 the	
kidnapper.	 Condon	
communicated	 with	 the	
abductor	through	coded	
messages	 in	 newspa-
pers,	 using	 the	 alias	
‘Jafsie’	 and	 a	 meeting	
was	 arranged	 on	 12th	

March	 at	 Woodlawn	
Cemetery	 where	 a	 man	
called	 ‘John’	 informed	
Condon	 of	 the	 ransom	
payment	 instructions	
and	agreed	to	give	proof	
of	 life	 in	 the	 form	of	 an	
item	of	the	baby’s	cloth-
ing.	 On	 16th	 March,	 a	
further	 ransom	 note,	
accompanied	 by	 a	 ba-
by’s	 pyjamas,	 was	 sent	
to	Condon	and	eventual-
ly	 the	 ransom	 payment	
of	$50,000	was	made	to	

‘John’	on	2nd	April.	Condon	was	 told	 that	 the	 infant	was	
being	held	on	a	boat	called	 ‘Nellie’,	moored	on	Martha’s	
Vineyard	on	Cape	Cod.	Subsequent	searches	for	the	boat	
and	the	baby	proved	fruitless.	
	
On	12th	May	1932,	William	Allen,	a	truck	driver,	stopped	
off	a	New	Jersey	highway	to	go	to	the	toilet.	In	the	woods	
he	 discovered	 the	 badly	 decomposed	 body	 of	 a	 young	
child,	subsequently	identi7ied	as	Chas	Lindbergh.	An	au-
topsy	put	the	time	of	death	as	two	months	earlier,	mean-
ing	the	boy	had	been	killed	very	shortly	after	being	tak-

The Crime of the Century  

The Lindbergh Baby Kidnapping and the 

trial of Bruno Richard Hauptman 

By Mr Shergold 

An	artist's	impression	of	‘John’	and	Hauptmann’s	mugshot	
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en,	and	certainly	long	before	the	ransom	was	paid.	To	all	
intents	and	purposes	the	trail	had	gone	cold.	The	ransom	
bills	and	gold	certi7icates	paid	to	‘John’	had	all	been	rec-
orded	 by	 serial	 number	 and	 the	 FBI	 and	 state	 police	
waited	 for	 the	 bills	 to	 be	 used.	 Months	 stretched	 into	
years	and	despite	the	involvement	of	the	Justice	Depart-
ment,	 the	 federal	government	and	 the	personal	 interest	
of	President	Roosevelt,	no	con-
crete	 leads	 came	 to	 light.	 An	
America	 gripped	 by	 economic	
depression	 moved	 on	 whilst	
authorities	 waited	 for	 fresh	
information.	
	
On	18th	September	1934,	one	of	the	gold	certi7icates	from	
the	ransom	payment	turned	up	at	a	New	York	City	bank.	
Tracing	the	path	of	the	note	back	to	a	fuel	station	in	the	
city,	 the	 police	 spoke	 to	 the	 fuel	 attendant,	 who	 had	
made	a	note	of	the	vehicle	details	of	the	driver	–	he	had	
been	suspicious	of	the	use	of	the	unusual	method	of	pay-
ment.	 The	 vehicle	 was	 traced	 to	 Bruno	 Richard	 Haupt-
mann,	 residing	 in	 the	 Bronx.	 Hauptmann	 was	 arrested	
the	 next	 day	 and	
searches	 of	 his	
house	 revealed	
goods	 bought	 with	
ransom	 certi7icates	
and	over	$13,000	of	
ransom	bills	hidden	
in	 his	 garage.	 Con-
don	positively	 iden-
ti7ied	 him	 as	 ‘John’	
from	 the	 ransom	
drop	 and	 Haupt-
mann’s	 German	
background	 7itted	
the	 7indings	 of	 the	
linguistic	 experts	
who	 had	 concluded	
that	 the	 ransom	
notes	 had	 been	
written	 by	 a	 Ger-
man	 national	 living	
in	 America.	 Later	
handwriting	 sam-
ples	 from	 Haupt-
mann	 would	 also	
be	 matched	 to	 the	
ransom	notes.	
	
Hauptmann	himself	said	that	the	notes	found	in	the	gar-
age	were	part	of	a	larger	stash	of	items	left	with	him	by	a	
friend,	 Isidor	Fisch.	Fisch	had	actually	applied	for	a	visa	
to	return	to	Germany	on	12th	May,1932,	the	day	the	body	
of	Chas	Lindbergh	was	 found.	According	 to	Hauptmann,	
Fisch	left	in	late	1933,	leaving	many	of	possessions	in	the	
keeping	of	 his	 friend.	When	word	 of	 Fisch’s	 death	 from	
tuberculosis	 reached	Hauptmann	 in	 the	 spring	of	 1934,	
he	looked	through	the	items,	discovered	a	shoebox	full	of	
notes	 and	 started	 to	 spend	 them,	 citing	 an	 outstanding	
debt	he	said	Fisch	owed	him.	Police	were	not	convinced	
with	 this	 story	 and,	 with	 Fisch	 dead,	 Hauptmann	 was	
formally	charged	with	kidnap	and	murder,	going	on	trial	
in	January	1935.	
	

The	trial	itself,	a	month	or	so	long,	became	almost	as	fa-
mous	as	the	crime.	Lindbergh	took	the	stand	himself	and	
Hauptmann’s	cross	examination	by	David	Willetz,	Attor-
ney	 General	 of	 New	 Jersey,	was	 recorded	 and	 reported	
live	 from	 the	 packed	 courtroom.	 The	 evidence	 against	
Hauptmann	was	all	circumstantial	–	the	ransom	bills,	the	
identi7ication	as	‘John’,	the	handwriting	analysis	and	the	

fact	 that	 Condon’s	 address	 and	
telephone	 number	 were	 found	
scribbled	 on	 a	 door	 frame	 in	
Hauptmann’s	house.	There	was	
no	 7ingerprint	 or	 blood	 evi-
dence,	or	any	eye-witness	testi-
mony	on	the	night	of	the	abduc-

tion,	 but	 some	 of	 Hauptmann’s	 witnesses	 broke	 under	
questioning	 and	 his	 alibi	 and	 character	 came	 under	 in-
creased	 scrutiny	 and	 doubt.	 In	 February	 1935	 the	 jury	
came	back	with	their	verdict	–	guilty	as	charged.	The	sen-
tence:	death	by	electrocution.	
	
Despite	appeals	to	the	US	Supreme	Court,	and	one	stay	of	

execution	granted	by	the	Governor	of	New	Jersey,	Bruno	

Richard	 Haupt-

mann	was	executed	

on	 3rd	 April	 1936.	
In	 the	 years	 that	
have	 passed,	 vari-
ous	 conspiracy	 the-
ories	 have	 swirled	
around	 the	 case	 –	
Hauptmann	 as	 one	
of	 a	 gang	 never	
found,	Lindbergh	in	
some	way	complicit	
in	 the	 death	 of	 his	
son	 or	 Fisch	 as	 the	
real	 killer	 and	
Hauptmann	 as	 the	
unfortunate	 patsy.	
In	 1982,	 Ludovic	
Kennedy	 broadcast	
a	BBC	documentary	
examining	 the	 case	
and	 many	 books	
have	 been	 written	
about	 the	 so-called	
‘Crime	of	the	Centu-
ry’.	 The	 Lindbergh	
case	 left	 many	 his-
toric	 legacies	 –	 the	

role	of	 the	FBI	 in	kidnappings	 that	cross	state	 lines,	 the	
role	of	the	media	in	criminal	trials	and	the	impact	of	ce-
lebrity	 on	 tragic	 events.	 Another	 legacy,	 of	 course,	 is	
Christie’s	classic	thriller,	cited	at	the	start.	Whilst	reveal-
ing	 nothing	 of	 the	 actual	 plot	 of	 the	 novel,	 perhaps	 the	
last	word	in	the	Lindbergh	baby	case	should	go	to	her:	
‘That,	 to	me,	 is	 the	 interest	 of	 this	 case,’	 said	 Poirot.	 ‘We	

are	 cut	 off	 from	 all	 the	 normal	 routes	 of	 procedure.	 Are	

these	people	whose	evidence	we	have	 taken	 speaking	 the	

truth	or	 lying?	We	have	no	means	of	 )inding	out	–	except	

such	means	 as	 we	 can	 devise	 ourselves.	 It	 is	 an	 exercise,	

this,	of	the	brain.’ 

Murder	on	the	Orient	Express,	Agatha	Christie,	1934 

Charles	Lindbergh	giving	evidence	at	Hauptmann’s	trial,	January	1935	

The trial itself, a month or so long, 

became almost as famous as the 

crime 
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W 
illiam	Wallace,	 a	 fearsome	warrior	who	
was	born	in	Scotland	to	a	family	of	gen-
try,	 would	 one	 day	 go	 on	 to	 lead	 a	
mighty	 revolution	 against	 the	 English,	

only	to	meet	a	humiliating	and	tragic	end	at	the	hands	of	
his	mortal	enemy.	

Little	 is	 known	 of	 William's	 early	 life,	 other	 than	 his	
birthplace	(Elderslie	in	Renfrewshire)	and	that	his	family	
was	wealthy	and	respected.	This	was	to	be	expected	as	at	
the	time	there	were	few	reliable	sources	of	information,	
and	as	he	was	not	nobility,	no	special	effort	would	have	
been	made	to	 record	his	early	endeavours.	Luckily,	 it	 is	
what	he	got	up	to	in	later	life	that	we	are	interested	in.	

In	 1296,	 King	 Edward	 I	 of	 England	 made	 claim	 to	 the	
Scottish	 throne	 to	 deal	 with	 a	 succession	 problem	 left	
behind	by	the	 late	Alexander	III,	when	he	didn't	 leave	a	
suitable	heir.	This	 resulted	 in	him	becoming	 the	king	of	
Scotland	 which	 created	 a	 lot	 of	 unrest	 in	 the	 Scottish	
kingdom;	Edward	was	very	unpopular	and	many	people	
were	 loud	 in	 voicing	 this	 opinion,	 one	 of	 these	 people	
was	William	Wallace.	

Wallace's	 escapades	 began	 in	 May	 1297,	 when	 he	 at-
tacked	the	town	of	Lanark,	
killing	 an	 English	 Sheriff;	
changing	what	was	simply	
severe	 political	 unrest	
into	a	 full-blown	rebellion	
against	 the	 crown.	 Thou-
sands	 of	men	 swarmed	 to	 join	Wallace	 in	 his	 rebellion	
against	English	oppression,	with	unity	they	were	able	to	
push	out	the	enemy	from	Fife	and	Perthshire.	Following	
this,	William	 proceeded	 to	 lead	many	more	 highly	 suc-
cessful	military	offensives	 including	one	at	 the	Battle	of	
Stirling	Bridge	against	an	English	 force	bigger	 than	any	
before.	His	decisive	victory	at	Stirling	Bridge,	along	with	
many	others,	were	 responsible	 for	weakening	Edward's	
grip	over	Scotland.	

At	this	point	Wallace	had	become	so	con7ident	in	his	tac-
tical	and	military	prowess	that	he	began	to	launch	raids	
into	England,	as	he	knew	that	he	would	be	able	to	crush	
most	 opposition.	 As	 a	 result	 of	 his	 successes,	 he	 was	
knighted	 by	 the	 new	 Scottish	 king	 John	 Balliol	 and	 ap-
pointed	'Guardian	of	the	Kingdom'.	

The	 English	 were	 completely	 shocked	 by	 the	 crippling	
defeat	 at	 Stirling	Bridge	 and	 reacted	by	 rallying	 behind	
Edward	and	marching	North	with	the	biggest	army	that	
they	could	muster.	Wallace's	force	were	no	match	for	the	
large	army	of	Edward	I	and	therefore,	were	forced	to	use	
"underhand"	strategies	 to	 try	and	overcome	opposition.	
His	main	tactic	was	to	try	and	avoid	confrontation	and	to	
use	 his	 men	 as	 bait	 to	 draw	 the	 English	 forces	 deeper	
into	Scotland.	This	was	so	that	he	could	7ight	on	familiar	
terrain,	 as	 well	 as	 having	 the	 upper	 hand	 in	 the	 sense	

that	 they	 would	 eventually	 be	 7ighting	 under	Wallace's	
terms,	where	it	would	be	possible	for	him	to	ambush	the	
English	 forces.	 Along	 this	 trail	 of	 bait,	 Wallace	 and	 his	
men	destroyed	countryside	and	towns	in	order	to	elimi-
nate	supplies	that	Edward's	forces	could	utilize	and	this	
in	turn	weakened	their	ability	to	7ight.	

After	a	long	game	of	cat	and	mouse,	the	7inal	battle	was	
to	 be	 staged	 at	 Falkirk	 in	 central	 Scotland,	 just	west	 of	
Edinburgh,	 in	 July	1297.	Originally,	Wallace	had	not	 in-
tended	 to	 have	 an	 open	 con7lict	 at	 this	 point	 in	 time.	
However,	 it	 was	 forced	 upon	 him	 when	 his	 night	 time	
raid	position	was	given	away,	as	he	was	betrayed	by	two	
Scottish	 noblemen	 who	 had	 resented	 his	 success	 and	
swift	 rise	 to	 power.	 This	 resulted	 in	 the	 two	 armies	
clashing,	and	unfortunately	for	Wallace,	an	English	army	
of	 almost	 15,000	 men	 left	 them	 signi7icantly	 outnum-
bered,	 resulting	 in	 a	 very	 one-sided	 7ight	 ending	 in	 a	
Scottish	defeat.	Wallace,	however,	managed	to	 7lee	 from	
the	scene,	but	continued	to	be	hunted	down	on	charge	of	
treason,	which	 sadly	 for	Wallace	 carried	 the	death	 sen-
tence	of	being	hanged,	drawn	and	quartered.	Upon	Wal-

lace	leaving	Scotland,	Robert	Bruce	and	John	Comyn	suc-

ceeded	to	the	mantle	of	'Guardian	of	the	realm'.	

After	escaping,	Wallace	7led	
to	France	to	try	and	gather	
support	 for	 the	 Scottish	
force	 and	 an	 army	 big	
enough	 to	 defeat	 the	 Eng-
lish	 and	 bring	 about	 Scot-

tish	independence.	He	returned	in	1303	to	7ind	that	Rob-
ert	Bruce	had	signed	a	peace	treaty	with	Edward	I	and	by	
1304	John	Comyn	had	also	come	to	terms	with	the	Eng-
lish.	However,	somewhat	tragically,	William	Wallace	had	
been	excluded	from	these	terms	and	was	still	considered	
an	enemy	of	 the	state;	at	 this	point	 the	King	of	England	
had	put	an	offer	of	a	large	sum	of	money	to	anyone	who	
was	able	to	bring	him	Wallace's	head.	

Captured	 in	 August	 1305,	 William	 was	 transported	 to	
London,	tried	and	found	guilty	of	treason.	He	denied	the	
charge,	as	he	stated	 that	he	had	never	sworn	allegiance	
to	 the	 English	 King	 and	 had	 therefore,	 not	 committed	
treason:	his	pleas	fell	upon	deaf	ears.	On	the	23rd	August,	
he	 was	 subjected	 to	 a	 grim	 execution.	 First	 he	 was	
hanged	almost	to	the	point	of	death,	then	disembowelled	
(having	his	innards	cut	out	and	spilt	onto	the	7loor)	and	
7inally,	he	was	chopped	into	four	pieces.	This	all	occurred	
in	 public	 and	 brought	 great	 disgrace	 upon	 his	 family.	
Wallace's	 remains	were	 spread	across	 the	kingdom:	his	
head	upon	a	 spike	at	London	Bridge,	 and	his	 limbs	dis-
played	in	Newcastle,	Stirling,	Berwick	and	Perth.	

This	was	the	end	to	the	story	of	a	gallant	hero,	who	had	
championed	 Scottish	 independence.	 He	 proved	 he	 had	
what	it	took	to	be	a	true	leader	and	face	a	foe	much	more	
powerful	than	himself	to	achieve	what	he	believed	in	

William Wallace 
Hanged, Drawn and quartered 

, 
By Hamish Macrae, Year 11 

he was knighted by the Scottish king and 

appointed 'Guardian of  the Kingdom'. 
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T 
o	 many,	 a	 Soviet	 legal	 system	 seems	 like	 an	
oxymoron.	 The	 harsh	 and	 dictatorial	 oppres-
sion	of	leaders	like	Stalin	and	Brezhnev	seems	
so	 far	 removed	 from	 any	 kind	 of	 fair	 and	 im-

partial	process	that	any	kind	of	system	existing	to	weigh	
up	situations	and	protect	the	people’s	rights	seems	ridic-
ulous.	However,	 the	 Soviet	 Union	 still,	 of	 course,	 had	 a	
legal	system	and	court	structure.	Despite	orthodox	Marx-

ism	postulating	 that	 the	 law,	 like	 the	state	 itself,	 should	

ultimately	 ‘wither	 away’	 due	 to	 crime	 being	 seen	 as	 a	

socio-economic	 phenomenon,	 after	 the	Russian	Revolu-

tion	 a	 theoretically	 Marxist	 structure	 was	 adopted	 to	

oversee	the	transition	towards	a	stateless	society.	Under	

the	Tsars,	the	legal	system	had	been	a	tool	for	the	ruling	

elites	 to	 exercise	 total	 control	 over	 their	 Empire.	 It	 is	

therefore	 incredibly	 ironic	 that	 this	 apparently	 tempo-

rary	 Marxist	 structure	 should	 eventually	 be	 the	 same	

thing:	 a	 useful	 and	 powerful	 tool	 for	 Soviet	 leaders	 to	

keep	a	tight	and	secure	hold	over	the	USSR.	

	

As	would	be	expected	in	any	totalitarian	state,	all	aspects	

of	 the	 Soviet	 legal	 sys-

tem	 were	 insubordi-

nate	 to	 the	 leadership	

of	 the	 Soviet	 Com-

munist	 Party.	 Legisla-

tion	 was	 debated	 and	

approved	 by	 party	

leaders	 before	 being	

transmitted	 to	 the	 So-

viet	Union’s	legislature,	

the	 Supreme	 Soviet.	 The	 court	 system	 comfortably	 en-

sured	party	control	of	 judicial	decisions	at	all	 levels.	 Ju-

ries	were	non-existent	within	the	court	structure,	which	

consisted	 of	 a	 judge,	 unsurprisingly	 selected	 by	 party	

of7icials	and	almost	always	a	member	of	 the	party	him-

self,	and	two	carefully	picked	laypersons,	who	were	often	

under	pressure	to	agree	with	the	judge	anyway.	This	sys-

tem	gave	the	impression	of	balanced	and	unbiased	deci-

sion-making	while	 actually	 giving	 the	 Communist	 Party	

virtually	total	control.	

	

As	well	as	the	legal	system,	the	rights	of	the	people	were	

also	 completely	 subordinate	 to	 the	 Communist	 Party.	

Much	like	the	 legal	system,	 the	situation	of	rights	 in	the	

Soviet	Union	was	also	rather	ironic.	One	example	of	this	

is	 that	Marxism-Leninism	advocated	a	 restriction	of	 the	

rights	 of	 citizens	 to	 private	 property.	 However,	 in	 the	

1936	Constitution,	active	until	the	late	1970s,	the	right	to	

freedom	 of	 assembly	 and	 association	 was	 guaranteed.	

What	is	more	ironic	is	that	the	regime	abolished	Western	

rule	 of	 law,	 considering	 them	 examples	 of	 “bourgeois	

morality”	 and	 abuse	 of	 control	 designed	 to	 bene7it	 the	

elite,	while	the	fact	that	law	was	an	agency	of	the	Soviet	

government	 led	 to	 courts	 and	 law	 enforcement	 being	 a	

tool	for	effective	abuse	of	control.	Where	Western	theory	

gives	the	individual	rights	to	be	asserted	against	the	gov-

ernment,	Soviet	theory	stated	that	rights	were	created	by	

the	government	and	given	 to	 the	 individual.	 In	 the	eyes	

of	Soviet	revolutionaries	and	leaders	this	was	a	fair	idea	

because	the	state	was	a	

product	 of	 the	 people	

to	 eventually	 “wither”	

and	 so	 the	 rights	 were	

technically	 created	 by	

the	people.	Yet	again,	a	

Soviet	 ideal	 becomes	

far	 removed	 from	 the	

reality	 as	 the	 state	 did	

not	wither	and	the	ma-

nipulation	of	rights	was	another	tool	for	social	engineer-

ing	and	enforcing	of	ideals.	

	

It	 is	 impossible	 to	 conduct	 a	 full	 analysis	 of	 the	 Soviet	

system	 of	 law	 without	 talking	 about	 law	 enforcement	

and	the	infamous	Soviet	Secret	Police,	or	Cheka	(Чека)	-	

an	initialism	for	the	succession	of	secret	police	organisa-

tions	 after	 the	 communist	 revolution.	 The	 secret	 police	

By Harry Ashworth, Year 12 

Soviet Law 

what is more ironic is that the regime abol-

ished Western rule of  law, considering them 

examples of  “bourgeois morality” and abuse 
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was	 initially	 set	 up	 to	 target	 counter-revolutionaries.	
Counter-revolutionaries	 fell	 under	 several	 categories:	

any	servicemen	suspected	of	working	 for	 Imperial	Rus-

sia;	 all	 clergy;	 ordinary	 citizens	who	were	 suspected	 of	

not	 supporting	 the	 government	 and	 any	 person	 whose	

private	property	was	valued	at	over	10,000	Rubles.	One	

large	issue	with	the	secret	police,	and	perhaps	the	prima-

ry	reason	it	is	so	infamous,	was	that	they	had	unlimited	

powers	 but	 no	 standard	 procedures	 were	 ever	 set	 up.	

This	led	to	a	wide	range	of	interpretations	and	ultimately	

chaos.	Under	Lenin,	Cheka	carried	out	mass	arrests,	 im-

prisonments	and	executions	of	 “enemies	of	 the	people”.	

Later	in	the	history	of	Soviet	rule,	the	main	force	of	law	

enforcement	was	the	KGB.	A	1983	Time	magazine	article	

announced	 the	 KGB	 as	 the	 most	 effective	 information-

gathering	 service	 in	 the	world.	Within	 the	 Soviet	Union	

they	 were	 also	 very	 effective	 at	 suppressing	 anti-

communist	 ideas.	 After	 Khrushchev,	 the	 Soviet	 head	 of	

state	 in	 1956,	 denounced	 Stalin,	 critical	 literature	 of	

Khrushchev	 re-emerged,	 probably	 at	 the	 hands	 of	 the	

KGB.	Also,	after	Gorbachev,	another	head	of	state,	made	

seemingly	anti-communist	 societal	 reforms,	 the	KGB	at-

tempted	a	coup	d'état	to	depose	him.	

	

One	example	of	where	control	of	 ideals	and	beliefs	was	

controlled	to	an	extreme	was	the	managing	of	music.	The	

7iltering	and	restriction	of	composition	has	been	seen	in	

other	totalitarian	states	such	as	Nazi	Germany,	and	in	the	

Soviet	 Union	 it	 was	 very	 prevalent.	 A	 good	 instance	 of	

this	is	seen	in	the	composer	Shostakovich.	With	his	com-

positions,	 Shostakovich	 often	 created	 non-nationalist	

music,	and	some	of	his	music	was	even	accused	of	being	

against	the	state.	This	resulted	in	the	composer	constant-

ly	fearing	government	action,	possibly	in	the	form	of	exe-

cution	as	had	happened	to	other	composers	who	trod	too	

close	 to	 the	 line	 of	 anti-communism.	 Criticisms	 of	 the	

Soviet	 Union	 can	 even	 be	 seen	 disguised	 in	 Shostako-

vich’s	 works.	 For	 instance,	 one	 of	 his	 last	 works	 was	

“Dedicated	to	the	victims	of	fascism	and	war”,	a	possibly	

ironic	critique	of	the	violent	actions	of	the	state.	

	

In	 Orwell’s	 famous	 fable	 ‘Animal	 Farm’	 he	 highlighted	

how	the	Russian	Revolution’s	move	away	from	Imperial	

Policy	 towards	Marxism	 and	 socialism	ultimately	 failed	

and	 was	 still	 an	 oppressive,	 totalitarian	 regime	 that	

failed	 to	promote	 equality.	 In	 the	 judicial	 branch	 of	 the	

Soviet	government	 this	 is	 too	clearly	evident.	The	court	

was	not	a	temporary	measure	aimed	at	maintaining	con-

trol	and	peace,	but	a	tool	 for	the	Party	 to	exercise	com-

plete	control	over	the	people.	Rights	were	not	created	by	

the	 state	 to	maintain	 equality	 and	non-exploitation,	 but	

were	in	fact	exploitative	themselves.	Ultimately,	the	Sovi-

et	legal	system	became	reduced	to	what	it	was	in	the	be-

ginning:	an	oxymoron	

Karl	Marx’s	writings	formed	the	theoretical	base	for	

modern		communism		

Soldier	loyal	to	the	coup	leaders	in	1991	
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T 
reason,	 possibly	 the	 worst	 crime	 that	 can	 be	
committed,	is	de7ined	as	betraying	one's	coun-
try,	 especially	 by	 attempting	 to	 kill	 the	 sover-
eign	or	overthrow	the	government.	Due	to	the	

severity	of	such	acts,	those	who	plot	to	carry	out	treason	
can	 face	 grave	 punishments	 –	 these	 can	 range	 from	
lengthy	prison	sentences	to	the	death	penalty,	depending	
on	which	country	you	commit	the	crime	in.	The	crime	is,	
in	fact,	so	severe	and	rare	that	the	last	person	to	be	tried	
for	 treason	 in	 the	 United	 Kingdom	 was	 William	 Joyce	

back	in	1945	for	disloyalty	to	the	crown	during	WW2;	he	

was	 found	 guilty	 and	 ended	 up	 hanging	 for	 his	 actions.	

Since	 then,	 the	death	penalty	has	been	abolished	 in	 the	

United	Kingdom.	However,	 there	was	a	time	back	in	the	

17th	Century	when	eight	men	were	gruesomely	executed	
for	 their	 acts	 of	 treason,	which	 are	 still	 remembered	 to	
this	day	on		the	5th	November.	

	

When	Elizabeth	I	died	in	1603,	her	third	cousin	James	VI	

of	 Scotland	 became	 King	 James	 I	 of	 England.	 He	was	 a	
protestant	like	Elizabeth,	but	saw	himself	as	a	peacemak-
er,	which	led	to	many	Catholics	hoping	that	the	persecu-
tion	they	had	faced	during	Elizabeth’s	reign	would	soon	
fade	 and	 die	 out	 altogether,	 allowing	 them	 to	 worship	
freely.	It	also	led	to	a	series	of	peace	treaty	negotiations	
with	 the	 Spanish.	 James,	 however,	 was	 under	 pressure	
from	 many	 members	 of	 the	 House	 of	 Commons	 who	
were	strongly	anti-Catholic.	He	also	became	less	sympa-
thetic	towards	Catholics	 following	the	discovery	of	a	se-
ries	of	minor	Catholic	plots	throughout	the	7irst	couple	of	
years	of	his	reign	and	ended	up	ordering	Catholic	priests	
to	leave	the	country.	

Disappointed	by	the	failure	of	James	I’s	peace	treaty	ne-
gotiations	with	Spain	to	improve	their	position,	a	handful	
of	young	Catholic	gentlemen	from	the	Midlands	decided	
to	 take	action.	At	 their	centre	was	 the	absolute	Catholic	
Robert	 Catesby.	 In	 February	 1604	 Catesby,	 his	 cousin	
Thomas	Wintour	and	John	Wright	met	in	London	to	start	
plotting;	 they	 proposed	 a	 plan	 to	 blow	 up	 the	 king,	 to-
gether	with	 the	House	 of	 Lords	 and	 the	House	 of	 Com-
mons	during	the	ceremonial	opening	of	Parliament.	Over	
the	 upcoming	 months,	 Wintour	 travelled	 to	 Flanders,	
under	Spanish	 rule	at	 the	 time,	 to	 seek	Spain’s	 support.	
However,	Spain	sought	peace	with	England	after	years	of	
rivalry	so	 they	consequently	refused	to	aid	 the	plotters.	
Whilst	in	Flanders,	Wintour	met	Guy	Fawkes	who	was	an	
explosives	 expert.	 He	 was	 an	 English	 nationalist	 who	
hated	 the	 Scots	 and	 therefore	 pledged	 his	 allegiance	 to	
Catesby’s	plan,	and	sailed	back	to	England	with	Wintour.	
	
Over	 time,	 the	 small	 group	 expanded	 to	 thirteen	 men;	
they	were	all	angered	by	the	persecution	Catholics	were	
still	 facing.	 The	 family	 links	 of	 fellow	 plotter,	 Thomas	
Percy,	 to	 the	 powerful	 Earl	 of	 Northumberland	 helped	

the	 plotters	 gain	 access	 to	 Parliament	 as	 he	 secured	 a	

position	as	a	national	bodyguard.	Soon	enough	the	plot-

ters	started	buying	the	gunpowder	they	needed	to	carry	

out	their	devastating	plan	and	stored	it	on	the	other	side	

of	the	river	in	Catesby’s	house.	Initially,	the	thirteen	rent-

ed	a	house	on	one	side	of	the	House	of	Lords	and	tried	to	
dig	a	tunnel	in	which	they	could	plant	gunpowder.	How-
ever,	this	proved	to	be	a	dif7icult	task.	Due	to	Percy’s	new	
position	within	Parliament,	the	plotters	were	able	to	rent	
a	 vault	 directly	 under	 the	 House	 of	 Lords	 and	 Guy	

By Tom Hagley, Year 12 

The Gunpowder Plot 

A	picture	of	the	conspirators,	including	the	ringleader	Robert	Catesby	and	the	infamous	Guy	Fawkes	
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Fawkes	started	moving	the	barrels	of	gunpowder	here	–	
the	plotters	no	longer	needed	to	tunnel.	After	a	series	of	
postponements,	Parliament's	opening	was	7inally	set	 for	
5th	November	 1605.	 By	 then,	 36	 barrels	 of	 gunpowder	

were	in	place,	under	the	watchful	eye	of	Guy	Fawkes.	The	

head	 of	 the	 Jesuit	

mission	 in	 Eng-

land,	Father	Henry	

Garnett,	 learnt	

about	 the	conspir-

acy	 through	 con-

fession.	 He	 was	

horri7ied	 by	 this	

news	 and	 tried	 to	

convince	 Catesby	

not	 to	act.	Garnett	

and	 his	 fellow	

priests	 did	 not,	

however,	 pass	 on	

what	they	knew	to	

the	 Government	

as	 it	 was	 openly	

said	 during	 con-

fession.	

	

Days	before	 the	opening	of	Parliament,	 Lord	Monteagle	

received	 an	 unsigned	 letter	 warning	 him	 not	 to	 attend	

the	opening	of	Parliament	on	5th	November.	He	was	one	

of	 the	many	 Catholics	 loyal	 to	 the	 crown	 and	 therefore	

proceeded	to	show	the	letter	to	the	King's	chief	minister	

Robert	Cecil,	who	then	showed	 it	 to	the	King.	The	letter	

stated	 ‘this	 Parliament	 shall	 receive	 a	 terrible	 blow,’	

which	hinted	towards	the	use	of	gunpowder	and	led	the	

king	to	order	a	search	of	Parliament.	A	thorough	search	

led	 to	 the	discovery	of	 a	 large	 amount	of	 7irewood	 in	 a	

cellar	–	the	one	Percy	had	secured.	Guy	Fawkes,	who	was	

attending	the	7irewood,	told	them	it	belonged	to	his	mas-

ter,	 Thomas	 Percy.	 With	 this	 information	 the	 King	 or-

dered	a	 second	search.	 Just	after	midnight,	Fawkes	was	

found	 dressed	 for	 departure	 and	 in	 possession	 of	 fuses	

and	matches	 (a	 further	 search	of	 the	 cellar	 revealed	36	

gunpowder	 barrels).	 Fawkes	 was	 swiftly	 arrested	 and	

dragged	 to	 the	 King	 for	 interrogation,	 but	 denied	 all	

knowledge	of	what	was	in	the	cellar.	Due	to	this	the	King	

authorised	the	use	of	torture	on	Guy	Fawkes	to	extract	a	

confession	 –	 Fawkes	 went	

many	hours	without	saying	

anything	 which	 the	 King	

admired	him	for,	but	7inally	

gave	 in	 when	 the	 pain	 be-

came	 too	much	 for	 him	 to	

bear.	

	

As	 soon	 as	 the	plotters	 remaining	 in	London	 (including	

Thomas	Wintour	 and	 Thomas	 Percy)	 heard	 of	 Fawkes’	

arrest	 they	 7led	 to	Warwickshire,	 where	 they	 proposed	

to	 continue	 out	 their	 plan	 of	 kidnapping	 the	 princess.	

However,	this	part	of	their	plan	ultimately	failed	as	well,	

as	 Princess	 Elizabeth	 was	 quickly	 taken	 from	 a	 manor	

nearby	to	safety	in	Coventry.	The	remaining	plotters	met	

at	Holbeche	House	 in	 Staffordshire,	where	Catesby	per-

suaded	 them	 to	 continue	 with	 the	 second	 part	 of	 the	

plan:	 to	 try	and	rally	Catholics	 in	England	and	Wales	 to	

join	an	uprising	against	the	government.	

	

The	 authorities	 caught	 up	with	 the	 conspirators	 on	 the	

morning	of	8th	November	and	the	house	was	swiftly	sur-

rounded	by	200	of	 the	 Sheriff	 of	Worcestershire’s	men.	

In	 the	short-lived	gun7ight	 that	 followed,	Catesby,	Percy	

and	the	Wright	brothers	were	killed,	whilst	the	rest	were	

wounded	but	cap-

tured	 alive.	 They	

were	 then	 taken	

back	 to	 London	

where	 they	 were	

interrogated	 and	

imprisoned	 at	 the	

Tower	 of	 London.	

On	 Saturday	 9th	

November	 Parlia-

ment	 assembled	

to	 hear	 a	 speech	

from	 the	 King	

describing	 what	

was	 then	 known	

about	 the	 plot.	 In	

a	 later	 confession	

by	 Thomas	 Win-

tour	 at	 the	 Tower	

of	London	all	the	plotters	were	incriminated,	apart	from	

Thomas’	brother	Robert.	

	

The	eight	surviving	conspirators	who	were	captured	at-

tended	a	 show	 trial	 at	Westminster	Hall,	 the	very	place	

which	 they	had	 intended	to	blow	up.	Sir	Everard	Digby,	

who	 had	 been	 in	 charge	 of	 the	 Midlands	 uprising,	 was	

the	only	one	 to	plead	guilty,	 but	 it	mattered	 little	as	all	

eight	men	were	found	guilty	of	treason	and	would	go	on	

to	 face	 the	ultimate	punishment	 –	being	hanged,	drawn	

and	quartered.	On	30th	January	1606,	the	gruesome	pub-

lic	 executions	 began	 in	 London	 and	 on	 31st	 January,	

Fawkes	was	called	to	meet	his	fate.	While	climbing	to	the	

hanging	 platform,	 however,	 he	 jumped	 from	 the	 ladder	

and	 broke	 his	 neck,	 dying	 instantly	 (this	 meant	 he	 did	

not	have	 to	 suffer	 the	excruciating	pain	of	 being	drawn	

and	 quartered).	 Their	 body	 parts	 were	 then	 displayed	

throughout	London	as	a	warning	to	others.	Furthermore,	

the	heads	of	the	two	ringleaders,	Percy	and	Catesby,	who	

had	 been	 killed	 earlier	 at	 Holbeche	 House	 in	 Stafford-

shire,	were	set	up	on	the	Parliament	House.	

	

As	 we	 look	 back	 on	 these	

events	that	occurred	in	the	

early	years	of	the	17th	Cen-

tury,	 it	 is	 easy	 to	piece	 to-

gether	 how	 all	 the	 reli-

gious	 tension	 built	 up	 and	

nearly	 exploded.	 However,	 it	 may	 be	 questioned	 that	

what	 came	 about	 did	 not	 need	 to	 happen.	When	 James	

became	 the	 King	 of	 England,	 he	 perceived	 himself	 as	 a	

peacemaker,	 but	 this	was	not	 shown	 through	 the	 treat-

ment	of	the	Catholics	which	he	knew	needed	to	change.	

The	 warning	 signs	 were	 there	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 his	

reign	as	minor	plots	against	him	were	exposed	and	sure-

ly	it	was	only	a	matter	of	time	until	something	huge	de-

veloped.	However,	as	bon7ires	are	lit	and	7ireworks	go	off	

on	the	5th	November,	I	think	it	is	fair	to	say	that	the	big-

gest	 crime	 in	Britain’s	 history	will	 not	 be	 forgotten	 any	

time	soon	

 

The	5irst	stage	of	the	punishment	for	those	found	guilty	

Fawkes was swiftly arrested and dragged 

to the King for interrogation, but denied 

all knowledge of  what was in the cellar 
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H 
ow	do	you	try	the	worst	war	crimes	in	histo-
ry?	 This	 was	 the	 question	 facing	 the	 Allies	
following	the	surrender	of	the	Third	Reich	in	
May	 1945.	 As	 Nazi	 Germany	 collapsed,	 the	

extent	 of	 their	 crimes	 against	 humanity	 became	 clear;	
the	murder	of	 six	million	
Jews,	Roma,	homosexuals	
and	 political	 opponents	
in	 concentration	 camps	
across	 Eastern	 Europe,	
and	 the	 enslavement	 of	
millions	 more.	 No	 gov-
ernment	 had	 ever	 been	
put	on	 trial	 for	 crimes	as	heinous	as	 the	Nazis’.	Clearly,	
these	despicable	men	needed	to	be	punished	for	the	pain	
and	 suffering	 they	 had	 in7licted	 on	 tens	 of	 millions	 of	
innocents	across	Europe,	and	indeed	the	world;	but	how?	
	
The	victorious	Allied	powers	disagreed.	Winston	Church-
ill,	 British	 Prime	 Minister,	 suggested	 summary	 execu-
tions	 (executions	 without	 trial)	 for	 the	 perpetrators	 of	
the	 Holocaust.	 Joseph	 Stalin	 proposed	 the	 execution	 of	
50,000	 to	 100,000	German	 Staff	 of7icers.	 Truman,	 how-
ever,	 convinced	 the	UK	and	 the	USSR	 that	a	 trial	would	

be	 more	 effective,	 arguing	 that	 it	 would	 document	 the	

full	extent	of	the	crimes,	and	would	give	the	perpetrators	

a	chance	to	explain	their	actions.	

	

Thus,	 the	 London	 Charter	 of	 the	 International	 Military	

Tribunal	was	 issued	on	8th	August,	1945,	which	de7ined	
three	 categories	 of	 crimes:	 crimes	 against	 peace,	 war	
crimes	and	crimes	against	 humanity.	But	where	 to	hold	
the	 trials?	The	Allies	eventually	decided	on	Nuremberg:	
the	Palace	of	Justice	had	survived	the	war,	and	included	a	
large	 prison	 area	 for	 the	 detention	 of	 the	 defendants.	
Nuremberg	had	also	been	the	site	of	the	Nazi’s	enormous	
annual	propaganda	events,	the	Nuremberg	Rallies	(just	7	
years	earlier,	in	1938,	the	grounds	had	been	attended	by	
hundreds	of	thousands	who	listened	to	Hitler’s	speeches	
and	watched	 the	Nazi	military	parades).	By	holding	 the	
trials	 of	 Nazis	 within	 walking	 distance	 from	 their	 rally	
grounds,	the	Allies	showed	that	the	Nazi	ideals	had	very	
much	been	defeated.	
	
Who	 ought	 to	 be	 tried?	 Notably,	 the	 chief	 architects	 of	
Nazi	Germany	-	Adolf	Hitler,	Heinrich	Himmler	(leader	of	
the	SS	and	key	perpetrator	of	the	Holocaust)	and	Joseph	
Goebbels	 (chief	 propagandist	 of	 the	 Third	 Reich)	 were	
absent,	having	committed	suicide	when	Berlin	capitulat-
ed	to	the	encircling	Allied	forces	in	May	1945.	Eventually,	
the	 Allies	 decided	 on	 twenty	 four	 key	 7igures	 (and	 six	
Nazi	organisations,	including	the	Gestapo,	the	Nazi	secret	
police),	 who	 they	 would	 try	 as	 “Major	 War	 Criminals”	
from	20th	November	1945	-	1st	October	1946.	A	key	issue	
surrounding	the	 trials	was	which	country’s	 legal	system	
would	 be	 followed	 -	 Britain’s?	 America’s?	 France’s?	
Eventually,	 it	was	decided	 that	 the	 prosecutors	 and	de-
fense	 attorneys	 of	 Anglo-American	 law	 would	 feature,	
but	 sentencing	 and	 decision-making	 was	 to	 be	 carried	
out	by	a	tribunal.	Each	Allied	power	supplied	two	judges,	
and	 the	 chief	 American	 prosecutor	was	Robert	 H.	 Jack-
son,	Associate	Justice	of	the	US	Supreme	Court.	Each	de-

fendant	could	choose	his	own	lawyers,	to	ensure	the	trial	

was	as	fair	as	possible.	

	

Yet,	looking	at	the	men	in	the	dock,	one	could	be	forgiven	

for	 thinking	 these	were	 ordinary	men.	Many,	 no	 doubt,	

were	 family	 men,	 hard-working,	 who	 wanted	 only	 the	

best	 for	 their	 country.	 They	 had	 become	 so	 distanced,	

perhaps,	 from	 the	 effects	 of	 their	 decisions,	 that	 they	

were	 unable	 to	 appreci-

ate	 the	 horror	 of	 their	

actions	-	Robert	Ley,	lead-

er	 of	 the	 German	 Labour	

Front,	 committed	 suicide	

whilst	waiting	for	trial,	so	

ashamed	 was	 he	 at	 the	

accusation	 of	 being	 a	

criminal.	This	was	perhaps	the	de7ining	issue	of	the	trial	-	

is	“following	orders”	a	valid	excuse?	Is	the	threat	of	pun-

ishment	 for	not	 carrying	out	a	war	crime	suf7icient	 evi-

dence	to	acquit	defendants?	If	so,	who	ought	to	take	the	

blame	 for	 the	 horrors	 of	 the	 Holocaust?	 If	 not,	 were	

many	hundreds	of	Germans	 about	 to	 be	wrongfully	 im-

prisoned,	or	even	worse,	executed?	

	

Three	of	the	highest-pro7ile	trials	were	those	of	Hermann	

Goering	 (head	 of	 the	 Luftwaffe),	 Rudolf	 Hess	 (Deputy	

Führer	until	1941),	and	Albert	Speer	(Minister	of	Arma-

ments	and	War	Production,	and	Hitler’s	architect	as	de-

signer	of	the	Nuremberg	Rally	Stadium).	Each	took	a	dif-

ferent	strategy	with	their	defense.	

	

Hermann	Goering	was	 7lamboyant,	 loud	and	boisterous;	

he	 was	 determined	 to	 dominate	 the	 other	 defendants	

and	make	 them	 follow	 his	 line	 of	 defense,	 putting	 on	 a	

united	front	that	he	hoped	would	convince	the	prosecu-

tors	of	 the	Nazis’	 innocence.	Goering	made	no	apologies	

for	Nazism	-	he	defended	Hitler	and	the	Reich’s	war	poli-

cy,	and	 insisted	that	all	actions	carried	out	by	 the	Third	

Reich	 were	 a	 result	 of	 German	 patriotism.	 Like	 many	

others,	including	some	judges	in	the	US,	Goering	viewed	

Nuremberg
Farce or Fair Trial?

the Allies eventually decided on Nurem-

berg: the Palace of  Justice had survived the 

war, and included a large prison area for 

the detention of  the defendants 
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the	“fair	trial”	as	anything	but	-		he	was	so	convinced	that	
the	trial	was	a	case	of	“winner’s	justice”,	he	scribbled	in	
the	 margin	 of	 his	 notes	 “the	 victor	 will	 always	 be	 the	
judge	and	the	vanquished	the	accused.”	“Fat	Stuff”,	as	he	
was	nicknamed	by	the	guards,	was	so	mocking	and	eva-

sive	 in	 answering	 Jackson’s	 questions,	 the	 Chief	 Justice	
threw	 down	 his	 headphones	 and	 refused	 to	 continue	
with	 the	 trial	 -	 a	 clear	 victory	 for	 Goering.	 It	 was	 only	
when	Goering	was	cross-examined	by	Sir	David	Maxwell-
Fyfe,	a	British	barrister,	that	his	con7idence	began	to	fal-

ter.	By	mid	February	1946,	a	psychologist	forced	him	to	

exercise	and	eat	alone	-	as	Goering	became	isolated	from	

the	 other	 defendants,	 the	 united	 front	 he	 had	 so	 sorely	

sought	as	a	means	of	proving	his	innocence	collapsed.	He	

was	sentenced	to	death	by	hanging,	but	cheated	the	pros-

ecution	one	7inal	time;	the	night	before	his	execution,	on	

15th	October	1946,	Hermann	Goering	committed	suicide	

by	 drinking	 a	 phial	 of	 cyanide,	 becoming	 yet	 another	

member	of	Nazi	High	Command	to	evade	justice.	

	

Speer,	however,	took	a	completely	different	approach	to	

Goering.	 Where	 Goering	 de-

fended	Nazi	policy,	Speer	apol-

ogised	 for	 it;	 indeed,	 he	 be-

came	known	as	 the	 “Nazi	who	

said	 sorry”,	 distancing	himself	

from	 Hitler	 and	 claiming	 he	

was	 just	doing	his	 job.	He	was	

more	 than	 happy	 to	 disclose	

Nazi	 war	 production	 records	 and	 other	 hitherto	 con7i-

dential	papers,	in	what	some	have	cynically	suggested	to	

be	 an	 attempt	 to	 get	 the	 prosecutors	 on-side.	 Indeed,	

Speer	 even	 told	 (rather	 dramatically)	 of	 his	 failed	

(alleged)	 attempt	 to	 assassinate	 Hitler.	 Even	 today,	

Speer’s	strategy	has	come	under	question	-	was	he	genu-

inely	 sorry	 for	 the	Nazis’	 actions,	 and	was	he	genuinely	

ignorant	of	the	Holocaust?	Or	was	this	simply	a	complex	

plot,	 a	 sel7ish	 attempt	 to	 deceive	 the	 court	 to	 save	 his	

own	skin?	Whether	his	testimony	was	sincere	or	deceit-

ful,	it	worked;	Speer	was	practically	the	only	senior	Nazi	

to	 avoid	 execution,	 instead	 facing	 20	 years’	 imprison-

ment	in	Spandau	Prison	in	West	Berlin.	

	

Rudolf	Hess,	 however,	was	 a	 different	 case	 entirely.	He	

had	7lown	to	Scotland	in	1941,	in	a	desperate	attempt	to	

negotiate	peace.	Immediately	upon	landing,	however,	he	

was	arrested,	and	remained	incarcerated	for	the	remain-

der	 of	 the	 War.	 Upon	 being	 brought	 to	 trial,	 however,	

Hess	developed	amnesia,	perhaps,	like	Speer,	in	a	bid	to	

escape	the	death	penalty.	 	Yet,	a	medical	panel	and	psy-

chiatric	 experts	 decided	 he	was	 7it	 to	 plead,	 and	 a	 few	

weeks	 later	Hess	 stood	up	 and	announced	 to	 the	court:	

“my	memory	 is	 in	order	again.”	Yet,	 this	bout	of	mental	

lucidity	was	not	to	last;	less	than	a	month	later,	complete	

amnesia	returned	to	Hess	and	the	remainder	of	his	time	

in	 court	 was	 spent	 reading,	 laughing	 and	 showing	 no	

interest	in	the	proceedings.	The	only	reason	his	trial	con-

tinued	was	for	the	fear	of	public	outcry	if	the	prosecution	

dropped	 the	 case	 against	 the	 man	 to	 whom	 Hitler	 had	

dictated	 “Mein	Kampf.”	 Sentenced	 to	 life	 imprisonment,	

Hess	committed	suicide	in	Spandau	prison	in	1987.	
	
Following	 these	 major	 trials	 were	 a	 number	 of	 other	
smaller	trials,	including	the	Doctor’s	Trial	(9th	December,	
1946	 -	 20th	August,	1947),	 in	which	23	were	accused	of	
crimes	against	humanity,	including	medical	experiments	
on	 prisoners	 of	 war	 and	 the	 Judges’	 Trial,	 in	 which	 16	
lawyers	were	charged	with	furthering	Nazi	plans	for	ra-

cial	purity	by	implementing	eugenics.	

	

The	legacy	of	the	Nuremberg	Trials	is	mixed.	There	is	no	

doubt	 that	 they	 set	 a	precedent	 for	 trials	 of	 entire	 gov-

ernments	and	crimes	against	humanity.	Indeed,	the	trials	

led	directly	to	the	UN	Genocide	Convention	of	1948,	and	

the	Universal	Declaration	 of	Human	Rights	 of	 the	 same	

year.	The	trials	also	provided	a	framework	for	the	subse-

quent	 legal	proceedings	against	 Japanese	War	Criminals	
in	Tokyo,	the	trial	of	Eichmann	(a	Nazi	on	the	run,	found	
in	Argentina	in	1960	by	Nazi	Hunter	Simon	Wiesenthal),	
and	 the	 tribunals	 for	war	 crimes	 in	 Yugoslavia	 in	 1993	
and	Rwanda	in	1994.	
	
Yet,	 there	were	many	who	 felt	 the	 trials	were	 a	 case	of	
“victor’s	 justice”.	 Harlan	 Stone,	 Chief	 Justice	 of	 the	 US	

Supreme	Court,	 saw	 the	 trials	 as	 “sanctimonious	 fraud”	

and	 a	 “high-grade	 lynching	 party”.	 William	 O.	 Douglas,	
Associate	 US	 Supreme	 Court	

Justice,	agreed,	saying	 that	 the	

Allies	 “substituted	 power	 for	

principle”.	 Many	 felt	 the	 trials	

were	 “ex	 post	 facto”	 -	 the	 de-
fendants	were	being	convicted	

of	crimes	only	de7ined	as	such	

after	they	had	been	committed.	

Others	felt	the	trials	were	a	form	of	revenge,	a	clear	exhi-

bition	of	Allied	 interests	and	 that	 the	 idea	of	a	 fair	 trial	

was	ludicrous	-	the	trials	were	fundamentally	7lawed.	

	

Whether	the	trials	were	a	farce	or	fair,	they	sent	a	pow-

erful	 message	 to	 the	 future:	 war	 crimes	 would	 not	 go	

unpunished	

Nuremberg 
Farce or Fair Trial? 

By Simon Knowles, Year 12 

the united front he had so sorely 

sought as a means of  proving his 

innocence collapsed 
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I 
t	 is	1884	and	three	men	are	rescued	from	the	mid-
dle	 of	 the	 Paci7ic	 Ocean	 by	 a	 German	 vessel,	 re-
turned	 to	 Falmouth	 in	 England	 and	 immediately	
arrested	 under	 suspicion	 of	 murder.	 Two	 months	

prior	 to	 this,	 the	 three	 men	 and	 a	 cabin	 boy	 had	 been	
shipwrecked	 by	 a	 storm	 and	 were	 forced	 to	 abandon	
their	 ship	 for	 a	 small	 lifeboat.	 The	 only	 supplies	 they	
were	able	to	salvage	were	two	tins	of	turnips,	some	navi-
gation	 equipment,	 two	 oars	 and	 an	 ill-fated	 pen	 knife.	
The	four	men	survived	for	11	days	on	the	turnips	and	a	
turtle	 they	had	managed	 to	kill.	The	major	problem	 the	
men	 faced	 was	 dehydra-
tion,	 and	 although	 they	
avoided	 drinking	 sea-
water,	 Parker	 (the	 cabin	
boy)	 could	 not	 resist	 the	
temptation.	 In	 due	 course	
Parker	 fell	 ill	 and	was	 in-
capacitated.	

Morale	 in	 the	 boat	was	 low;	no	 sign	of	 rescue	 could	be	
seen.	 As	 death	 seemed	 to	 loom	 closer,	 Captain	 Dudley	
offered	 a	 solution	 to	 draw	 ‘lots’	 in	 order	 to	 determine	
who	 would	 be	 killed	 to	 save	 the	 others	 -	 as	 per	 the	
‘customs	of	 the	 sea’.	 This	 idea	was	 received	with	major	
dissent	 to	 begin	 with,	 however,	 after	 20	 days	 of	 being	
adrift	and	with	Parker,	the	sickly	cabin	boy’s	state	deteri-
orating,	Dudley	raised	the	matter	again.	Making	no	head-
way,	 Dudley	 appealed	 to	 Stephens,	 the	 7irst	 mate,	 for	
support,	 pointing	out	 that	Parker	was	 likely	 to	die	any-
way	 and	 appeared	 the	 obvious	 sacri7ice.	 Stephens	 said	
that	he	would	make	a	decision	in	the	morning.	

On	 25th	 July	 there	 was	 still	 no	 sight	 of	 rescue,	 so	 with	
Stephens	holding	 Parker’s	 legs,	Dudley	 plunged	his	pen	
knife	 into	 the	 jugular	 vein	 collecting	 the	 blood	 as	 it	
gushed	 out,	 so	 as	 to	 salvage	 the	 blood	 before	 it	 con-
gealed.	This	was	also	the	reason	why	they	could	not	wait	
for	Parker	to	die	naturally.	That	day	the	men	feasted	on	
the	remains	of	Parker.	Dudley	described	the	scene:	“over	
that	 ghastly	 meal	 we	 all	 was	 like	 mad	 wolfs	 [sic]	 who	

should	 get	 the	 most”.	On	29th	July	a	sail	was	seen	and	the	
men	were	rescued.	

Upon	their	return	to	Falmouth	the	men	were	arrested	by	

the	local	police	and	released	on	bail	until	their	case	was	

brought	to	the	high	court	in	Exeter.	During	this	time	their	

case	 captured	 the	 interest	 of	 the	 public	 and	 there	 was	

much	 sympathy	 towards	 the	 three	 survivors.	 The	 pub-

lic’s	 determination	 to	 see	 the	 defendants	 win,	 caused	 a	

fund	to	be	set	up	that	would	enable	a	QC	to	be	hired	for	

the	defendants.	Arthur	Collins	QC	was	selected	to	repre-

sent	the	defendants	as	they	appeared	before	Judge	Hud-

dleston	on	3rd	November.	

Aside	 from	 the	 legal	 arguments,	 the	 points	 of	 this	 case	

that	 really	 captured	 the	 nation	 were	 that	 of	 the	 moral	

argument.	 Many	 were	 intrigued	 by	 the	 circumstances	

and	the	question	it	posed:	is	it	ever	right	to	kill	one	life	to	

save	 three	 others?	 The	 ‘custom	 of	 the	 sea’	 stated	 that	

‘lots’	should	have	been	drawn	to	determine	who	should	

die,	however,	as	Parker	was	already	sick	and	likely	to	die	

anyway,	this	was	not	deemed	sensible.	This	judgment	of	

one	life	as	less	important	than	another	because	of	illness	

raised	many	questions.	

With	such	an	important	decision,	Huddleston	decided	to	
refer	the	case	to	the	Royal	Courts	of	Justice.	There	it	was	
presided	over	by	Lord	Chief	Justice,	Lord	Coleridge.	Dur-

ing	this	hearing,	Collins	put	
forward	the	argument	that	
the	murder	was	committed	
out	 of	 necessity,	 however,	
Coleridge	 responded	 to	
this	 in	 his	 verdict	 by	 say-
ing:	“To	preserve	one's	life	
is	 generally	 speaking	 a	
duty,	 but	 it	 may	 be	 the	

plainest	and	the	highest	duty	to	sacri7ice	it.	…these	duties	
impose	on	men	the	moral	necessity,	not	of	the	preserva-
tion,	 but	 of	 the	 sacri7ice	of	 their	 lives	 for	others”,	 In	es-
sence,	this	is	saying	that	the	men	should	have	died	them-
selves	rather	than	killing	another.	Coleridge	also	went	on	
to	 say	 that	 if	 one	 case	 of	 murder	 was	 found	 innocent	
through	necessity,	 then	others	would	surely	 follow,	and	
therefore	 judged	 the	defendants	 guilty.	 This	meant	 that	
he	had	to	give	the	statutory	sentence	of	death	to	the	men,	
however,	it	came	with	a	recommendation	of	mercy.	

Consequently,	 the	 7inal	 sentence	 would	 be	 given	 by	
Queen	Victoria,	who	was	the	only	person	allowed	to	give	
a	pardon	to	the	death	sentence.	Advised	by	William	Har-
court	 (the	 Home	 Secretary)	 the	 men	 were	 given	 six	
months	imprisonment	and	were	then	freed.	

Despite	 this,	 the	men	were	 traumatised	by	 their	experi-
ence.	Although	Brooks	went	back	to	sailing,	Stephens	left	
and	settled	in	Southampton,	where	he	went	mad.	Dudley	
emigrated	 to	 Australia,	 where	 he	 started	 his	 own	 shop	
and	 tried	 to	 forget	 about	his	past.	 Struggling	 to	make	 a	
success	of	this,	he	turned	to	opium.	A	memorial	to	Parker	
can	be	 found	at	 Jesus	Chapel,	 Southampton,	 and	 can	 be	
visited	today	

The Necessity of Murder 
By Matteo O’Donoghue, Year 9  

as death seemed to loom closer, Captain 
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A 
merica	 is	 a	 country	 that	 prides	 itself	 on	 its	
civil	liberties	and	rightly	so;	America	did	a	lot	
to	 pave	 the	way	 for	 the	 freedoms	 and	 rights	
that	we	take	for	granted	in	most	of	the	West-

ern	world.	De7ined	in	the	constitution,	America	has	pos-
sibly	 the	most	protected	and	entrenched	beliefs	 in	 free-
dom	of	 speech	 and	 in	 ‘due	 process’	 in	 the	 legal	 system.	
Ask	the	average	American	about	this	holy	document	and	
they	will	 talk	 about	 the	 brilliant	 vision	of	 the	Founding	
Fathers,	possibly	for	hours	on	end.	There	is	no	doubt	that	
the	 US	 constitution	 is	 one	 of	 the	 building	 blocks	 upon	

which	 modern	 liberal	 democracies,	 such	 as	 Britain,	

stand.	The	U.S.	 constitution	 is	unwavering	 in	 its	protec-

tion	of	 freedom	of	speech	and	expression,	so	one	would	

likely	expect	 that	when	a	Senator	 from	Wisconsin	quite	

clearly	disregards	this	hallowed	document,	and	its	most	

key	amendment,	for	his	own	personal	agenda,	that	there	

would	be	public	outrage,	but	 instead	 there	was	popular	

support	 for	 this	 clear	 neglect	 of	 a	 document	 that	 is	 the	

pride	of	the	nation.	

The	 Senator	 in	 question	 is	 the	 now	 infamous	 Joseph	 P.	

McCarthy	 (14th	November	 1908	 –	 2nd	 May	 1957),	 who	
was	 Senator	 for	Wisconsin	 from	3rd	 January	1947	 –	2nd	
May	1957.	McCarthy	had	a	sharp	and	sudden	rise	to	na-
tional	prominence	when	on	Lincoln	Day	in	1950,	he	gave	

a	 speech	 at	 the	Republican	Women's	 Club	 of	Wheeling,	
West	 Virginia,	 claiming	 that	 there	 were	 57,	 or	 205	 de-

pending	on	which	account	of	 the	speech	you	use,	mem-

bers	 of	 the	 State	 Department	 that	 were	 Communists,	

even	producing	a	 list	with	 their	names	on.	This	was	the	

beginning	of	 his	 continuous	 attacks	on	both	 individuals	

who	were	suspected	Communists	as	well	as	on	the	gov-

ernment	 who	 were	 not	 doing	 enough	 to	 tackle	 this	

‘problem.’	His	notoriety	and	 the	 increased	belief	 among	
the	American	public	that	his	claims	were	accurate	led	to	
hundreds	 of	 arrests	 and	 7irings	 all	 across	 the	 country,	
from	 Professors	 at	 Universities	 to	 Directors	 in	 Holly-

wood	 being	 blacklisted.	 These	 are	 clear	 injustices	 ac-

cording	 to	 America’s	 own	 judiciary,	 in	 that	 there	 is	 no	

‘due	 process’;	 in	 other	words,	 no	 trial	 or	 court	 hearing	

for	the	accused	to	plead	their	case.	McCarthy	managed	to	

stir	up	such	hysteria	around	the	idea	of	‘Communist	sub-

version’	 being	 a	major	 threat	 from	within	most	 greatly	

prided	 American	 institutions	 that	 the	 natural	 course	 of	

justice	that	would	normally	have	been	taken	was	circum-

navigated.	

This	occurred	only	half	a	decade	into	the	Cold	War,	 just	

after	 the	 USSR	 had	 developed	 nuclear	 weapons,	 there-

fore	 the	 ‘rules	of	engagement’	 for	 this	war	of	espionage	

and	ideological	battle	were	unknown	to	either	side	and	a	

McCarthyism 
By Joshua Field-Smith, Year 12  

McCarthy and Freedom of Speech 
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misunderstanding	 of	 said	 rules	 from	 either	 side	 could	
lead	 to	 apocalyptic	 consequences.	 Therefore,	 there	
was	 	 great	 paranoia	 about	 ‘Communist	 subversion’	 and	
the	 amount	 of	 in7luence	
that	 communist	 sympa-
thisers	 had,	 either	 in	
government,	 the	 media	
or	 Hollywood.	 Thus,	
these	 claims	 made	 by	
McCarthy	 gained	 huge	
attention	 from	 the	 pub-
lic	as	they	con7irmed	the	
fears	 that	 so	many	 Americans	 had	 -	 the	 fear	 that	 their	
way	 of	 life	 could	 be	 replaced	 by	 something	 that	 is	 the	
antithesis	of	everything	that	America,	as	a	country,	holds	
dear.	

The	 paranoia	
was	not	exagger-
ated	 in	 terms	 of	
what	 it	 would	
mean	 if	 there	
actually	 was	
some	 sort	 of	
Communist	 rev-
olution;	it	would,	
after	 all,	 be	 the	
collapse	 of	 eve-
rything	 that	
America	has	 val-
ued	 since	 1776.	
However,	 the	
paranoia	 was	
exaggerated	 in	
terms	of	the	like-
lihood	 of	 there	
actually	 being	 a	
successful	 Com-
munist	 revolu-
tion.	Obviously,	I	
have	 the	 ad-
vantage	 of	 hind-
sight,	 but	 the	 actual	 number	 of	 communists	 in	America	
was	not	large	enough	to	have	much	in7luence	on	Ameri-
can	society	and	was	certainly	not	 large	enough	 to	over-
throw	not	only	a	government,	but	an	entire	value	system,	
one	 that	was	 so	 integral	
to	 America	 as	 to	 make	
up	 the	 very	 identity	 of	
most	Americans.	

However,	 overblown	 or	
not,	there	was	a	real	fear	
among	 Americans,	 one	
that	 was	 certainly	 not	
helped	 by	 either	 the	media	 or	 politicians,	 and	 this	 was	
what	 allowed	 something	 as	 integral	 to	 America	 as	 the	
justice	 system	 to	 be	 circumvented.	 No	 trials	 were	 held	
for	 those	 accused,	 who	were	 simply	 7ired	 and	 shunned	
by	their	peers.	The	mob	action	that	McCarthy	both	start-
ed	 and	 stoked	destroyed	hundreds	of	 lives,	 particularly	
of	intellectuals,	and	showed	a	complete	disregard	for	the	
very	liberties	that	he	was	claiming	to	protect.	

Moreover,	 something	 such	 as	 blacklisting	 directors	
(banning	them	from	making	7ilms)	goes	against	not	only	

the	idea	of	‘due	process’,	but	also	the	First	Amendment	of	
the	 Constitution	 that	 protects	 both	 freedom	 of	 speech	
and	 freedom	 of	 expression.	 The	 very	 reason	 for	 the	

Founding	Fathers	 to	 put	
this	 amendment	 in	 as	
the	 7irst	 one	 was	 to	
make	 it	 clear	 that	under	
no	circumstances	should	
the	 government,	 or	 any	
person	 for	 that	 matter,	
interfere	with	these	inal-
ienable	 rights.	 Yet,	 here	

we	have	a	 clear-cut	 case	of	 someone,	 a	 Senator	no	 less,	
calling	 for,	 and	 successfully	 getting,	 the	 government	 to	
infringe	upon	hundreds,	if	not	thousands,	of	people’s	7irst	
amendment	rights.	This	I	believe	is	an	excellent	example	
of	how	protected	and	treasured	civil	liberties,	fundamen-

tal	 to	 a	 society,	
such	 as	 freedom	
of	speech,	can	be	
taken	 away	 be-
cause	 of	 an	 at-
mosphere	 of	
fear,	 created	 by	
those	 that	 are	
meant	 to	protect	
these	 liberties,	
politicians,	 as	
well	 as	 by	 those	
that	are	meant	to	
call	 out	 the	 gov-
ernment	 when	
they	 do	 infringe	
upon	these	liber-
ties,	the	media.	

The	 era	 of	
McCarthyism,	 a	
term	 coined	 in	
1950	 and	 still	 in	
popular	 use	 to-
day,	 seems	 al-

most	like	a	re7lection	of	contemporary	American	society.	
Once	again,	freedom	of	speech	in	America	is	being	ques-
tioned.		

So,	as	every	good	re7lection	on	something	as	fundamen-
tal	 as	 the	 right	 to	 free-
dom	 speech	 entails,	 I	
shall	7inish	with	a	quota-
tion	 that	 I	 think	 anyone	
that	 rejects	 the	 actions	
of	 the	 likes	 of	McCarthy	
and	 values	 freedom	 of	
speech	should	adopt	as	a	

part	 of	 their	 philosophy,	 regardless	 of	 political	 persua-
sion: 

“I may not agree with what you have to say, but I will de-

fend to the death your right to say it,” 

~ Voltaire 

there was a real fear among Americans, one 

that was certainly not helped by either the 

media or politicians 

One	of	many	protests	against		McCarthyism	

the increased belief  among the American 

public that his claims were accurate led to 

hundreds of  arrests and firings all across the 

country 
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O 
n	the	evenings	of	5th	October	1974	and	21st	
November	 1974,	multiple	 acts	 of	 terrorism	
were	 committed,	 with	 the	 former	 taking	
place	in	Guildford	and	the	latter	in	Birming-

ham,	which	would	ultimately	cast	a	shadow	over	the	jus-
tice	system	in	Britain	that	still	looms	to	this	day.		In	both	
cases,	the	Provisional	Irish	Republican	Army,	or	the	IRA,	
is	known	to	have	been	the	terrorist	group	responsible.	In	
Guildford,	 two	 pubs	 named	 the	 ‘Horse	 and	 Groom’	 and	
the	 ‘Seven	 Stars’,	 had	 a	 six-pound	 bomb	 detonated	 in	
them.	Similarly,	 in	Birmingham,	 two	bombs	exploded	 in	
the	 two	 pubs	 ‘The	 Mulberry	 Bush’	 and	 ‘Tavern	 in	 the	
Town’.	 Lots	 of	 controversy	 surrounds	 these	 attacks	 as	
the	wrong	 people	were	 accused	 for	 the	 crimes	 on	 both	
occasions.	Three	groups	of	people	were	convicted	for	the	
bombings.	They	were	known	as	the	Birmingham	Six,	the	
Guildford	Four	and	the	Maguire	Seven.	

The	 Guildford	 Pub	 Bombings	 had	 been	 speci7ically	 or-
ganised	to	kill	as	many	members	of	 the	British	Army	as	
possible,	 with	 the	
IRA	 having	 learnt	
that	 the	 two	 pubs	
they	 ultimately	
bombed	 were	 very	
popular	 with	 sol-
diers	 stationed	
nearby.	 Exploding	
at	 8:30pm,	 the	 7irst	
bomb	 in	 the	 ‘Horse	
and	 Groom’	 killed	
two	members	of	the	
Women’s	 Royal	 Ar-
my	 Corps,	 two	
members	 of	 the	
Scots	 Guards	 and	 a	
young	 plasterer.	
The	second	bomb	in	
the	 ‘Seven	Stars’	however	was	exploded	a	 full	half-hour	
later	and	 thus	caused	no	serious	 injuries	due	 to	a	 swift	
evacuation.	It	was	this	act	of	terrorism	that	commenced	a	
year	of	attacks	lead	by	the	same	IRA	Unit	and	also	heavi-

ly	in7luenced	the	passing	of	the	Prevention	of	Terrorism	

Acts	a	month	 later.	Similarly	 to	what	would	be	 the	case	

with	 the	 arrests	 of	 the	Birmingham	 Six,	 the	 Surrey	 and	

Metropolitan	Police	were	under	 lots	 of	 pressure	 to	 7ind	

the	 bombers	 responsible,	with	 the	 height	 of	 ’The	Trou-

bles’	 having	 been	 reached	 in	 Northern	 Ireland.	 Conse-

quently,	 the	 Prevention	 of	 Terrorism	 Acts	 were	 then	

completely	 abused	 by	 the	 Surrey	 Police	 in	 order	 to	 get	

false	confessions	out	of	Carole	Richardson,	Paul	Hill,	Pat-

rick	 Armstrong	 and	 Gerry	 Conlon	 (the	 Guildford	 Four)	

and	Anne	Maguire,	Patrick	Maguire,	Paddy	Maguire,	Vin-

cent	 Maguire,	 Sean	 Smyth,	 Patrick	 O’Neill	 and	 Patrick	

Conlon	(the	Maguire	Seven).	

The	Guildford	Four	were	caught	by	the	Surrey	Police	rel-

atively	 swiftly	 after	 the	 bombings	 and,	 in	 spite	 of	 their	

innocence,	 admitted	 to	 guilt	 in	 order	 to	 escape	 further	

torture	from	the	policemen	interrogating	them;	it	would	

be	 these	 admissions	 of	 guilt	 that	 were	 unjustly	 used	

against	 the	 Guildford	 Four	 in	 court.	 Carole	 Richardson	

was	 given	 a	 life	 sentence	 in	 prison;	 Hill	 was	 to	 stay	 in	

prison	until	a	great	age,	Armstrong	for	35	years	and	Con-
lon	 for	30.	Although	each	of	 the	aforementioned	people	
had	handled	drugs,	carried	out	shoplifting	and	had	links	
to	the	IRA,	they	simply	were	not	the	types	of	people	who	
would	carry	out	a	 bombing;	Richardson	and	Armstrong	
were	squatters!	Each	had	a	valid	alibi	which	stated	they	
had	not	been	near	the	pubs	in	Guildford	around	the	time	
of	 the	 bombings,	with	witnesses	 in	 some	 cases	 to	 back	
their	 points,	 yet	 this	 information	 was	 wrongfully	 with-
held	 by	 the	 police.	 The	 Maguire	 Seven,	 who	 were	 be-
lieved	 to	 have	 been	 the	 suppliers	 of	 the	 bombs,	 were	
similarly	 given	 harsh	 sentences	 ranging	 from	 7ive	 to	

fourteen	 years	 long,	
after	producing	con-
fessions	 that	 had	
been	 forced	 from	
them	 via	 tor-
ture.	 	Despite	 an	
admission	 of	 guilt	
from	 other	 mem-
bers	 of	 the	 IRA	 in	
February	 1977,	 it	
was	 only	 in	 1989	
when	 the	 case	 was	
reopened	 and	
enough	 evidence	
was	 provided	 for	
the	 Guildford	 Four	
to	 be	 released	 on		
19th	 October	 of	 the	
same	 year	 and	 the	

Maguire	Seven	to	be	released	 in	1991.	This	quashing	of	
the	 verdicts	 upon	 the	 aforementioned	 sets	 of	 people	
were	not	apparent	before	the	death	of	Patrick	Conlon	in	
prison	during	January		1981.	

The	Birmingham	Pub	Bombings	 had	 devastating	 effects	
upon	British	Society,	perfectly	highlighting	the	very	real	
threat	of	the	IRA	and	the	lengths	to	which	they	were	will-
ing	 to	 go	 to	 for	 Northern	 Ireland’s	 independence.	 The	
bombs	exploded	at	20:25	and	20:27,	thus	killing	10	peo-
ple	 at	 ‘Mulberry	 Bush’	 and	 11	 at	 ‘Tavern	 in	 the	 Town’	
and	 injuring	182	others.	This	gave	 the	Birmingham	Pub	
Bombings	 the	 horrible	 title	 of	 being	 the	most	 injurious	
attacks	in	Great	Britain	at	the	time	–	only	recently	being	
surpassed	by	 the	bombings	 in	London	on	7th	 July	2005.	
Having	 taken	 place	 just	 after	 the	 Guildford	 Pub	 Bomb-
ings,	 the	actions	of	the	police	force	 in	England	were	be-

The Birmingham Six, Guildford 

Four and Maguire Seven  
By Jed Heffernan, Year 10  

10	people	were	killed	at	the	Mulberry	Bush	pub	



Retrospect	

22 

ing	constantly	criticised	by	both	 the	general	public	and,	
perhaps	 more	 importantly,	 the	 media.	 Consequently,	 it	
was	imperative	that	they	acted	fast;	catching	all	of	those	
involved	 in	 the	 bombings	 and	 getting	 as	 much	 infor-
mation	 about	 the	 bombings	 from	 them	 as	 possi-
ble.	 	These	 people	were	Hugh	 Callaghan,	 Patrick	 Joseph	
Hill,	 Gerard	 Hunter,	 Richard	McIlkenny,	William	 Power	
and	John	Walker:	the	Birmingham	Six.	

As	was	the	case	with	the	Guildford	Four,	the	Birmingham	
Six	were	very	unfortunate	to	be	in	the	wrong	place	at	the	
wrong	 time.	
All	 six	 were	
of	 Irish	blood	
and	 each	 had	
been	on	 their	
way	 from	
Birmingham	
to	 Belfast	 on	
the	day	of	the	
explosions,	
before	 having	 their	 cars	 stopped	 and	 searched,	 along	
with	many	other	drivers.	After	word	of	 the	Birmingham	
Pub	 Bombings	 was	 sent	 out,	 the	 Birmingham	 Six	 were	
arrested	 and,	when	 asked	why	 they	were	 going	 to	 Bel-
fast,	they	lied,	instead	of	saying	they	would	be	attending	
the	funeral	of	an	IRA	member	who	had	died	while	plant-
ing	 a	 bomb	 in	 Coventry	 –	 this	 was	 later	 used	 against	
them.	The	Six	were	then	taken	into	custody	and	interro-
gated	without	food	or	water	until	 they	all	confessed	ex-
cept	 Hunter	 and	 Hill.	 The	 Six	 were	 taken	 to	 court	 and,	
despite	 evidence	 being	 provided	 by	 a	 defence	 expert	
from	the	Royal	Institute	of	Chemistry	which	contradicted	
the	evidence	of	the	police,	the	six	were	given	21	life	sen-

tences	each	on	15th	August	1975.	In	1985,	however,	Gra-
nada	Television	Productions	began	a	series	casting	doubt	
over	the	convictions	which	drew	lots	of	public	attraction	
and	thus	placed	 lots	of	pressure	on	 the	police.	The	men	
were	released	on	March	14th	1991	after	evidence	contra-
dicting	 the	 initial	 evidence	 provided	 by	 the	 police	 was	
accepted	 by	 the	 court.	 The	 Birmingham	 Six	 were	 com-
pensated	with	up	to	£1.2	million.	

In	spite	of	the	fact	that	each	of	the	verdicts	condemning	

the	Birmingham	Six,	Guildford	Four	 and	Maguire	 Seven	

were	 eventually	quashed	

and	 compensation	 paid	

to	 each,	 with	 not	 all	 of	

the	 convicted	 living	 long	

enough	 in	 prison	 to	 see	

this	 happen,	 justice	 has	

still	not	been	served.	It	is	

known	 that	 torturous	

techniques	were	 used	 by	 Superintendent	 George	Reade	

and	two	of	his	subordinates	 in	 the	case	of	 interrogating	

the	Birmingham	Six,	and	Thomas	Style,	 John	Donaldson,	

and	Vernon	Attwell	in	the	case	of	the	Guildford	Four,	yet	

none	 of	 these	 people	 have	 been	 found	 guilty	 or	 been	

prosecuted.	 Most	 importantly,	 however,	 those	 truly	 re-

sponsible	 for	 the	 pub	 bombings	 in	 Guildford	 and	 Bir-

mingham	 have	 not	 been	 caught	 by	 the	 police	 despite	

multiple	useful	 leads.	This	 begs	 the	 question:	 is	 the	po-

lice	force	more	worried	about	ensuring	long	term	justice	

or	temporarily	improving	its	public	image?	

Gerry	Conlon	served	15	years	before	his	release	

consequently, it was imperative that they acted fast; 

catching all of  those involved in the bombings and 

getting as much information about the bombings 

from them as possible 
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O 
ne	 of	 the	 relatively	 unknown,	 but	 no	 less	
powerful	miscarriages	of	justices	in	military	
history	took	place	in	France	during	the	mid	
to	 late	1890s.	 It	was	an	affair,	 spearheaded	

by	 the	efforts	of	one	man,	which	uncovered	the	corrup-
tion	 and	 anti-Semitic	 problems	 permeating	 the	 French	
military	and	French	society	and	in	turn	brought	its	most	
powerful	7igures	to	its	knees.	

The	initial	story	came	to	light	on	29th	October	1894	when	
an	 anti-Semitic	 daily	 newspaper	 which	 regularly	 sold	
over	300,000	copies	reported	that	a	Jewish	army	of7icer-	
and	the	only	Jew	in	the	general	staff-	had	been	arrested	
for	espionage	and	campaigned	for	his	conviction.	

In	 December	 1894,	 for	 reasons	 of	 national	 security,	 a	
court	martial	was	held	behind	closed	doors	to	decide	the	
guilt	of	the	traitor.	Alfred	Dreyfus,	a	French	army	captain	
was	 brought	 before	 the	 military	 court	 martial,	 facing	
charges	of	treason	for	allegedly	selling	military	secrets	to	
the	 German	 embassy	 in	 Paris.	 The	 evidence	was	 found	
later	to	be	7limsy	and	hardly	eligible	but	public	outcry	on	
the	 case	 pushed	 for	 a	 guilty	 verdict.	 A	 7ile	 of	 evidence	
was	shown	only	in	secret	before	the	judges	that	was	said	
to	 conclusively	 proved	
Dreyfus’	 guilt	 beyond	
reasonable	 doubt.	 A	
month	 later,	 his	 guilt	
was	unanimously	decid-
ed,	 and	 he	 was	 sen-
tenced	 to	 life	 imprison-
ment	in	solitary	con7ine-
ment	on	Devil’s	Island	in	French	Guyana-	a	prison	famed	
for	its	cruel	conditions	and	harsh	treatment	of	prisoners.	
The	 announcement	 came	 in	 front	 of	 huge	 crowds	 that	
gathered	to	watch	the	event	in	the	main	courtyard	of	the	
Ecole	Militaire	 shouting	 “death	 to	 the	 Jew.”	Dreyfus	 ad-
dressed	 the	 crowd,	 claiming	 “Soldiers,	 they	 are	degrad-
ing	an	innocent	man.	Soldiers,	 they	are	dishonouring	an	
innocent	man.	Long	live	France.	Long	live	the	army.”	

One	of	the	army	of7icers	watching	the	event	that	morning	
was	Georges	Picquart,	a	former	lecturer	at	the	war	acad-
emy	who	once	had	Dreyfus	as	a	student.	His	role	at	 the	
time	 was	 to	 report	 the	 events	 and	 details	 of	 the	 7irst	

court	 martial	 to	 the	 Minister	 of	 War,	 Auguste	 Mercier,	

and	the	Chief	of	the	General	staff	Raoul	de	Boisdeffre.	Six	

months	after	 the	 trial,	Georges	Picquart	was	named	 the	

youngest	colonel	 in	 the	French	army	and	was	placed	as	

head	of	a	small	department,	known	as	the	statistical	sec-

tion	 (deuxieme	 bureau)	which	was	 charged	with	 devel-

oping	intelligence	on	enemy	troops	and	had	compiled	the	

evidence	for	the	Dreyfus	trial.	

Based	 in	 a	 derelict	 house	 away	 from	 the	 ministry,	 the	

section	had	become	a	 forgotten	and	useless	attribute	 to	

the	military	during	the	illness	of	its	former	head,	Colonel	

Sandherr.	However,	what	it	did	have	was	a	prized	agent,	

based	 deep	 behind	 enemy	 lines.	 Marie	 Bastian	 was	 a	

cleaner	 at	 the	 German	 embassy	 who	 supplied	 the	 con-

tents	 of	 the	 German	 military	 attaché	 Colonel	 von	

Schwartzkoppen’s	wastepaper	basket	to	the	department.	

It	would	 be	 delivered	 by	 her	 to	Major	 Hubert	 Henry,	 a	

department	worker,	and	then	onto	Captain	Lauth,	whose	

job	 it	was	 to	arrange	 the	 shredded	pieces	of	paper	 into	

gatherable	 information.	 It	was	by	 this	method	 they	had	

found	 the	 bordereau-	 a	 letter	written	 to	 Von	 Schwartz-

koppen	on	tissue	paper-	torn	into	three	pieces-	that	stat-

ed	 con7idential	 French	 military	 documents	 of	 relative	

importance	 were	 about	 to	 be	 sent	 to	 a	 foreign	 power,	

suggesting	a	French	of7icer	was	preparing	to	sell	military	

secrets.	 General	 Mercier	 named	 the	 culprit	 as	 Dreyfus	

who,	at	the	time,	was	the	only	Jewish	of7icer	in	the	gen-

eral	staff	and	“experts”	concluded	it	was	his	handwriting	

which	led	to	his	arrest	and	trial.	

By	the	time	Picquart	took	of7ice,	the	Dreyfus	controversy	

had	died	down	 in	 the	newspapers.	However,	within	 the	

military	 this	 didn’t	 seem	 to	 be	 the	 case.	 Picquart	 was	

warned	 by	Boisdeffre	 that	 they	must	be	on	 the	 lookout	

for	 a	 counter	 attack	 by	

the	 Jews.	 In	 1894	 they	

had	 not	 discovered	 a	

motive	 for	 treason	 and	

there	was	no	reason	they	

shouldn’t	 7ind	 new	 evi-

dence	 to	 “strengthen	 the	

secret	 dossier.”	 Mean-

while,	 Dreyfus’	 brother	

Mathieu	 was	 compiling	 evidence	 to	 convince	 people	 of	

his	brother’s	innocence.	He	discovered	the	existence	of	a	

“secret	7ile”	and	began	to	raise	questions	about	the	thin-

ness	of	the	evidence	used	to	convict	his	brother.	

In	 March	 1896,	 nine	 months	 into	 Picquart’s	 new	 role,	

Major	 Henry	 passed	 along	 more	 7indings	 of	 Marie	 to	

Lauth;	a	telegram	card	 that	had	been	torn	into	40	small	

pieces.	 When	 7ixed	 together,	 what	 it	 uncovered	 was	

astounding.	 It	 revealed	 that	 Von	 Schwartzkoppen	 was	

receiving	 intelligence	 from	 a	 serving	 French	 of7icer	

Charles	Esterhazy.	

This	spawned	a	new	investigation	for	Picquart.	He	quick-

ly	discovered	that	Esterhazy	had	been	investigated	pre-

viously	for	espionage	in	Tunis,	was	frequently	absent	

from	his	garrison	and	collected	information	on	con7iden-

tial	military	questions,	including	those	concerning	mobi-

lization	and	artillery.	To	add	to	his	investigation,	a	fresh	

incident	occurred	when	the	French	military	attaché	in	

Berlin	informed	him	of	a	conversation	he	had	with	Rich-

ard	Cuers,	a	spy	wavering	between	France	and	Germany	

that	had	told	him	Germany	had	never	employed	Dreyfus	 

The Dreyfus Affair 
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and	 the	 only	 French	 of7icer	who	was	 in	 Germany’s	 pay	
was	a	major	of	the	infantry.	

Picquart,	 inspired	by	 the	new	revelations,	 took	his	 7ind-
ings	 to	General	de	Boisdeffre	and	was	 subsequently	or-
dered	to	continue	his	investigation	as	quietly	as	possible.	
He	was	told	another	Dreyfus	affair	was	to	be	avoided.	He	
obtained	 two	of	Esterhazy’s	 letters	and	compared	 them	
with	 the	 bordereau,	 noting	 that	 the	 handwriting	 was	
identical.	He	 showed	his	 7indings	 to	handwriting	 expert	
Alberte	 Bertillon,	 whose	 evidence	 was	 used	 to	 convict	
Dreyfus.	 He	 con7irmed	 that	 it	
was	 a	 perfect	 match	 but	 re-
fused	 to	 overrule	 his	 original	
judgement	 noting	 that	 “the	
Jews	 had	 merely	 trained	
somebody	 to	 write	 using	 the	
Dreyfus	 system.”	 Picquart	
realised	 that	 Dreyfus	 was	
clearly	the	victim	of	a	judicial	error	so	dug	up	the	secret	
dossier	shown	to	the	judges.	He	discovered	that	the	doc-
uments	contained	nothing	that	could	even	slightly	impli-
cate	Dreyfus	as	the	culprit,	with	no	more	than	wild	accu-
sations.	

He	 took	 his	 evidence,	 seemingly	 concrete,	 back	 to	
Boisdeffre	and	overall	head	of	intelligence	Charles	Gonse.	
Their	reaction	shocked	him;	he	was	told	to	keep	quiet	in	
fear	 of	 reopening	 the	 Dreyfus	 case.	 Gonse	 remarked	
“what	 does	 it	matter	 to	 you	 if	 one	 Jew	 stays	 on	Devil’s	
Island.”	

He	 pressed	 on	with	 his	 investigation,	 to	 the	 distaste	 of	
his	superiors	and	was	subsequently	relieved	of	his	duties	
for	threatening	 to	expose	a	known	lie	 fuelled	by	the	su-
perior	military	of7icers’	anti-Semitic	views.	Picquart	was	
spied	 upon	 in	 his	 of7ices	 and	 then	 transferred	 to	 Tunis	
“in	the	interest	of	the	services.”	At	this	point,	Major	Hen-
ry	made	adjustments	to	a	letter	to	Von	Schwartzkoppen	
to	make	it	seem	as	if	the	Germans	had	a	connection	with	
Dreyfus.	Boisdeffre	and	Gonse	took	this	letter,	knowingly	
false,	 to	 their	 superior.	With	 this	 letter,	doubts	of	Drey-
fus’	guilt	were	thrown	out	and	the	general	staff	took	the	
side	of	Esterhazy	and	persecuted	Picquart.	Major	Henry	

further	 compromised	 Picquart’s	 work	 by	 producing	
more	false	evidence,	under	the	watchful	eye	of	his	supe-
riors,	 creating	 a	 fake	 “Jewish	 syndicate”	 that	wanted	 to	
free	 Dreyfus	 and	 altering	 the	 telegram	 to	 make	 it	 look	
like	 Picquart	 tampered	 with	 it.	 However,	 support	 for	
Dreyfus	grew	and	the	news	of	Esterhazy	being	a	suspect	
had	 become	 public.	 Picquart	 returned	 to	 Paris	 to	 cam-
paign	for	Esterhazy	to	be	brought	to	trial.	

Esterhazy’s	 subsequent	 trial	was	 to	become	a	matter	 of	
controversy.	 The	 public	 had	 formed	 their	 opinion	 al-

ready:	 Dreyfus	 was	 already	
the	 criminal.	 Esterhazy	 was	
cheered	when	giving	evidence	
and	 the	witnesses	booed.	The	
of7icer	in	charge	of	conducting	
the	 investigation	 intervened	
in	 the	 witness	 statements	 to	
protect	the	general	staff.	After	

just	 minutes	 of	 deliberation	 Esterhazy	 was	 acquitted,	
met	by	cheering	crowds.	

The	 ground-breaking	 moment	 of	 the	 affair	 came	 when	
Picquart,	 in	 1897,	 broke	 ranks	 to	 provide	 a	 prominent	
novelist	 and	 active	Dreyfusard	 Emile	 Zola	with	 the	 evi-
dence	he	had	compiled.	It	earned	him	dismissal	from	the	

army,	to	be	framed	as	a	forger	and	locked	up	in	solitary	

con7inement	for	a	year.	Outraged	by	 the	acquittal	of	Es-

terhazy	and	fuelled	by	the	evidence	given	to	him	by	Pic-

quart,	Zola	wrote	a	4,000	word	open	letter	to	the	Presi-

dent	 titled	 ‘J’accuse’	 on	 the	 front	 page	 of	 L’Aurore-	 a	

newspaper	with	a	readership	of	300,000.	It	was	a	power-

ful	 and	 direct	 attack	 and	 it	 named	 those	who	 had	 con-

spired	against	Dreyfus.	Thanks	to	its	success,	a	retrial	of	

Dreyfus	became	inevitable	due	to	public	outcry.	

During	the	trial	in	Rennes	in	1899,	the	general	staff	tried	

to	 reinforce	 their	 original	 convictions	 of	Dreyfus.	 It	 be-

came	apparent	that	they	had	dug	themselves	into	a	hole	

they	 could	 not	 accept.	 Major	 Henry	 7inally	 admitted	 to	

penning	the	later	to	frame	Dreyfus	under	the	knowledge	

of	 senior	members	 of	 the	 general	 staff,	 he	was	 impris-

oned	but	found	soon	after	 in	his	cell	with	his	throat	cut	

and	 a	 razor	blade	by	his	 hand.	Mercier,	 the	 chief	 of	 the	

ministry	 of	war,	 admitted	 to	 forging	 information	 in	 the	

original	secret	dossier.	Public	opinion	changed	through-

out	the	trial	as	Mercier	was	booed	when	giving	evidence	

and	 the	Dreyfusards	were	 gaining	more	 and	more	 sup-

port.	Dreyfus	was	pardoned	by	a	decree	signed	 in	1899	

by	the	President	after	much	hesitation.	In	1906	Picquart	

was	 reinstated	 by	 the	 army	 and	 was	 formally	 named	

Minister	of	War.	

This	affair	was	not	only	one	of	the	most	outrageous	mis-

carriages	of	justice	in	recent	history	but	one	that	exposed	

the	 problems	 permeating	 not	 only	 the	 management	 of	

the	military	but	also	 the	whole	of	French	society.	 It	un-

covered	 a	 bitter	 and	 detestable	 attitude	 towards	 Jews	

which	served	as	a	microcosm	for	most	of	Europe	at	that	

time.	It	also	showed	the	lengths	people	would	go	to	save	

themselves,	how	far	they	would	ruin	a	man’s	life	just	be-

cause	he	was	a	 ‘Jew’	to	save	 their	reputation.	 It	showed	

how	 justice	and	punishment	could	be	so	easily	manipu-

lated	by	somebody	in	a	position	of	power	and	serves	as	a	

reminder	that	justice	throughout	history	has	never	been	

served	fairly	for	certain	minorities	

Alfred	Dreyfus	was	falsely	accused	of	passing	secret	in-

formation	to	the	Germans	in	1894	

the public had formed their opinion 

already: Dreyfus was already the 

criminal 
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T 
o	Frank	Wills,	the	security	guard	patrolling	the	
Watergate	Complex	 in	Washington	D.C,	 Satur-
day	17th	 June	1972	was	 shaping	up	 to	be	 like	
any	 other	 night	 –	 routine,	mundane,	 and	 tire-

some.	Like	many	Americans,	he	would	have	been	follow-
ing	the	1972	election.	Republican	President	Richard	Nix-
on	was	wallowing	 in	 the	 hostile	 political	 climate	 at	 the	
time,	exploiting	America’s	 loathing	for	 the	Vietnam	War	
by	implementing	a	forceful	presidential	campaign	for	re-
election,	 focused	 almost	 entirely	 on	 ending	 the	 war	 in	
Vietnam.	 His	 dominance	 over	 George	McGovern	 looked	
absolute,	Nixon	was	on	course	 for	a	 landslide.	He	 is	not	
known	 though	 for	 his	 victory	 over	 McGovern,	 as	 stun-
ning	as	it	was	(520	electoral	seats	to	only	17),	but	more	
his	murky	affair	with	scandal.	On	17th	 June	1972,	Frank	
Wills	 reported	 a	 break	 in	 at	 the	 Democratic	 National	
Committee’s	Watergate	 to	 the	 police.	 This	 event	 would	
go	on	 to	 bring	down	a	president	 and	 lead	America	 to	 a	
new	level	of	distrust	for	their	politicians;	even	today	the	
electorate’s	faith	has	not	been	restored.	

Nixon’s	re-election	committee,	known	as	CREEP,	ordered	
the	break	in	to	the	Democratic	National	Committee’s	Wa-
tergate	 Headquarters	 in	 May	 to	 steal	 top-secret	 docu-
ments	 and	 bug	 the	 of7ices	 and	 phones,	 an	 act	 of	 illegal	
espionage.	However,	 the	wiretaps	were	poorly	 installed	
and	did	not	work	properly,	leading	to	a	necessary	second	
break	in	on	17th	June.	Their	amateurish	attempts	to	con-
ceal	 their	 break-in,	 by	 taping	 over	 the	 building’s	 door	
locks,	was	spotted	by	 the	security	guard	on	patrol,	who	
caught	 them	 red	handed	attempting	 to	 install	more	mi-
crophones.	

The	 7ive	 intruders	 were	 not	 immediately	 linked	 to	 the	
White	House,	but	their	motives	to	record	the	Democrats	
were	painstakingly	clear.	Unfortunately	for	Nixon,	detec-

tives	soon	after	 found	copies	of	 the	 re-election	commit-

tee’s	 White	 House	 phone	 number	 among	 the	 burglars’	

possessions,	 forcing	Nixon	 to	 distance	 himself	 from	 the	

whole	 affair,	 declaring	 that	 his	 staff	 had	 nothing	 to	 do	

with	 the	 break	 in.	 Voters	 naively	 believed	 him.	 Only	 a	

few	 days	 later	 did	 it	 come	 to	 light	 that	 Nixon	 was	 not	

being	truthful	–	he	had	secretly	handed	out	hundreds	of	

thousands	of	dollars	as	“hush	money”	to	the	burglars,	but	

this	 was	 still	 ignored	 by	 60%	 of	 the	 electorate,	 who	

granted	Nixon	an	outrageous	victory.	

Nixon	 quickly	 felt	 the	 tendrils	 of	 scandal	 cling	 to	 him,	

prompting	a	direct	 instruction	 to	 the	CIA	 to	 impede	the	

FBI’s	investigation	of	the	crime.	This	was	a	more	serious	

crime	than	the	break-in	–	it	was	an	abuse	of	presidential	

power	 and	 a	 deliberate	 obstruction	 of	 justice.	 Not	 only	

this,	 but	 the	 conspirators	 had	 been	 given	 overly	 harsh	

jail	sentences;	the	judge,	John	Sirica,	hoped	to	bully	them	

into	revealing	who	was	really	behind	the	break	in.	Cracks	

in	 the	 plaster	 of	 Nixon’s	 administration	 started	 to	 ap-

pear,	but	it	would	now	be	the	turn	for	two	infamous	re-

porters	 from	 the	Washington	Post	 to	 shed	 a	 little	more	

light.	

Bob	 Woodward	 and	 Carl	 Bernstein	 were	 intrigued	 so	

much	by	the	story,	that	they	had	been	called	to	report	on	

it	with	 the	help	of	 an	FBI	 of7icial,	Mark	Felt,	 as	 a	 con7i-

dential	source,	allowing	the	partners	to	follow	leads	and	

testify	their	stories.	They	were	also	crucial	in	uncovering	

the	 “hush	money”	 that	 had	 been	 payed	 to	 the	 burglars,	

something	 that	 eventually	 went	 on	 to	 be	 incriminating	

evidence.	

A	 handful	 of	 Nixon’s	 aides	 were	 eventually	 pressured	

into	appearing	before	a	grand	jury,	testifying	to	the	pres-

ident’s	 crimes.	 They	 con7irmed	 what	 the	 prosecutors	

were	 beginning	 to	 suspect	 –	 that	 Nixon	 had	 secretly	

taped	every	conversation	 that	happened	 in	 the	Oval	Of-

7ice	 and	 other	 of7ices	 in	 Washington.	 These	 tapes	 only	

needed	to	be	found	in	order	to	prosecute	Nixon.	True	to	

form,	Nixon	made	everything	as	dif7icult	as	possible	with	

armies	 of	 lawyers	 posing	 arguments	 that	 essentially	

boiled	down	to	executive	privilege	–	the	president	should	

not	be	 forced	 to	divulge	 the	 tapes.	Cox,	 an	 independent	

special	prosecutor,	hired	by	Nixon	for	the	job,	was	deter-

mined	to	7ind	the	tapes	despite	direct	orders	from	Nixon	

to	stop.	In	light	of	this,	Nixon	ordered	that	Cox	should	be	

7ired,	 leading	 several	 Justice	Department	 of7icials	 to	 re-

sign	in	protest	on	20th	October	1973.	This	was	known	as	

the	 Saturday	 Night	 Massacre.	 Soon	 after	 the	 massacre,	

under	insurmountable	pressure,	Nixon	attempted	to	ap-

pease	 the	Senate	by	releasing	some	of	 the	 tapes,	but	he	

still	held	onto	key	information.	

Nixon	made	 it	 an	 enormous	 struggle	 for	 the	Watergate	

committee	 to	 obtain	 the	 remaining	 tapes,	 but	 by	 1st	

March	1974,	the	Watergate	investigation	began	to	unrav-

el	–	a	grand	jury	appointed	by	a	new	special	prosecutor	

indicted	seven	of	Nixon’s	former	aides	on	various	charg-

es	 relating	 to	 Watergate,	 and	 described	 Nixon	 as	 an	

“unindicted	 co-conspirator.”	 It	 still	 took	 a	 unanimous	

Supreme	Court	ruling	to	force	their	release	in	July.	Nixon	

still	managed	to	delay	the	release	of	the	remaining	tapes	

until	5th	August.	The	tapes	provided	undeniable	evidence	
of	 his	 complicity	 in	 the	 Watergate	 Crimes.	 Within	 the	
plethora	 of	 evidence	 found	 was	 the	 “smoking	 gun”	 re-
cording,	where	Nixon	was	recorded	discussing	the	use	of	
the	 CIA	 to	 hamper	 the	 investigation	 into	 Watergate.	
Three	days	later	Nixon	left	of7ice,	with	congress	clamour-
ing	for	his	impeachment.	

Watergate	 has	 now	 become	 synonymous	 for	 political	
scandal	because	of	its	lasting	impacts	on	American	poli-
tics;	previous	politicians	enjoyed	greater	privacy	in	their	
private	lives,	but	after	Nixon	the	public	wanted	to	foren-
sically	 scrutinize	 presidential	 candidates.	 Nixon	 was	
lucky,	he	avoided	 impeachment	and	President	Ford;	his	
successor,	 pardoned	 him	 of	 any	 crimes	 committed	 in	
of7ice.	He	 is	one	of	 the	highest	pro7ile	 criminals	 to	have	
properly	 escaped	 justice	 for	 his	 repeated	 authorisation	
of	break-ins,	and	his	clear	obstruction	of	justice	

The Watergate Scandal 
By Thomas Clapp, Year 11  
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G 
ame	of	Thrones.:	the	critically	acclaimed	tele-
vision	and	book	series	 that	has	captured	the	
minds	 of	 the	 nation.	 The	 novels	 and	 series	
alike	include	many	concepts	and	events	huge-

ly	 in7luenced	 by	 real	 life	 history.	 The	 judicial	 system	of	
the	 Seven	 Kingdoms	 included	 the	 possibility	 where	 in	
lieu	 of	 a	 standard	 trial,	 a	 judicial	 duel,	more	 commonly	
known	as	trial	by	combat,	can	be	used	to	prove	the	inno-
cence	of	 the	 accused.	Despite	 this	 controversial	 form	of	
litigation	 stemming	 from	 ancient	 tribal	 laws,	 its	 usage	
waned	throughout	the	course	of	the	16th	century.	

	
Trial	 by	 combat’s	medieval	 counterpart,	 trial	 by	 ordeal,	
was	 known	 to	 many	 cultures	 worldwide	 and	 its	 true	
origin	is	disputed	due	to	its	appearance	in	many	ancient	
texts.	The	origin	of	trial	by	combat,	however,	is	believed	
to	 have	 come	 exclusively	 from	 ancient	 Germanic	 tribal	
law,	around	the	7irst	century	CE,	with	many	variations	of	
the	 same	 concept	 among	 the	 tribes	 of	 the	 Germanic	 or	
Teutonic	peoples	of	modern	day	 	Luxembourg,	Belgium,	
Northern	 France,	 Poland,	 Austria,	 the	 Netherlands	 and	
Germany.	 Trial	 by	 Combat	 diversi7ied	 over	 Europe	 into	
many	different	 forms.	These	regional	variations	only	al-
tered	the	equipment	used	and	the	rules	and	regulations	
of	 the	 combat,	 crucially	
maintaining	 the	 divine	
basis	of	the	trial.	

	
Trial	 by	 combat	 was	
considered	 to	 be	 a	 Ju-
dicium	Dei,	Latin	for	the	
judgement	of	God.	It	was	
believed	 to	 be	 a	 procedure	 centralised	 on	 the	 premise	
that	God	would	cast	his	judgement	on	the	trial	by	either	
alleviating	the	plight	of	the	 innocent	or	condemning	 the	
guilty.	The	battle	concluded	when	one	combatant	either	
conceded	defeat	or	was	killed	by	his	opponent	in	a	brutal	
battle	to	the	death.	In	disputes	between	people	who	were	
unable	 to	 7ight	 due	 to	 physical	 factors	 or	 occupied	 jobs	
where	 7ighting	 was	 deemed	 unacceptable,	 a	 champion	
was	hired	to	7ight	on	behalf	of	each	side.	Trial	by	combat	
became	so	common	and	orthodox	 that	 there	was	an	es-
tablished	market	 for	 champions,	 the	 best	 of	whom	 had	

reputations	 that	 usually	 scared	 the	 other	 side	 into	 set-
tling	the	case,	without	the	7ight	even	taking	place.	

	
Trial	 by	 combat	 or	 wager	 of	 battle,	 as	 it	 was	 called	 in	
England,	was	introduced	into	English	common	law	after	
the	Norman	Conquest.	William	of	Normandy	 seized	 the	
throne	and	graced	the	kingdom	with	many	Norman	ideo-
logies.	Despite	trial	by	combat	being	unknown	in	the	An-
glo-Saxon	 law	that	had	 lasted	over	six	centuries	 in	Eng-
land,	 it	was	not	 shunned	as	being	 barbaric.	 It	was	 very	
quickly	institutionalised	and	became	ubiquitous.	

	
With	English	 trial	by	combat,	 the	presiding	 judge	 in	 the	
case	attended	the	7ight,	invoked	the	monarch’s	name,	and	
followed	a	speci7ic	ritual	that	called	for	God	to	intervene	
and	 bring	 victory	 to	 whichever	 side	 was	 honest	 in	 its	
claim.	 The	 ritual	 involved	 	 the	 taking	 of	 oaths	 against	
witchcraft	 and	 sorcery.	 If	 the	 defendant	 was	 defeated	
and	still	alive,	he	was	to	be	hanged	on	the	spot.	However,	
if	he	defeated	his	opponent,	or	if	he	was	able	to	fend	off	
his	opponent	from	sunrise	to	sunset,	he	would	go	free.	If	
the	 plaintiff,	 the	 accuser,	 said	 the	 word	 craven	 ("I	 am	
vanquished")	 and	 gave	 up	 the	 7ight,	 he	 was	 to	 be	 de-

clared	 infamous,	 de-
prived	 of	 the	 privileges	
of	 a	 freeman,	 and	 was	
liable	for	damages	to	his	
successful	opponent.	

	
Given	 the	 time	 period,	
the	 champions	 likely	

fought	in	a	makeshift	arena.	But	later	trials	by	combat	in	
England	took	place	in	special	arenas,	known	as	the	lists,	
with	stands	for	spectators.	

	
Unlike	 in	Game	of	Thrones,	where	only	highborn	noble-

men	 have	 the	 right	 to	 request	 a	 trial	 by	 combat	 and	

smallfolk	 do	 not	 possess	 this	 right,	 anybody	 could	 re-

quest	 this	 form	 of	 trial.	 However,	 around	 1187,	 about	

120	 years	 after	 Trial	 by	 Combat	 arrived	 on	 the	 British	

Isles,	it	was	considered	the	chief	mode	of	trial	among	the	

aristocrats	who	were	expected	to	bear	arms.	However,	in	
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England	the	plea	for	a	trial	by	combat	could	be	revoked.	
It	 was	 not	 always	 available,	 if	 the	 defendant	 had	 been	
caught	whilst	committing	the	crime,	if	the	defendant	had	
been	accused	of	murder	or	 if	there	was	such	strong	evi-
dence	of	 guilt	 that	 there	 could	be	no	 effective	denial.	 It	
was	 believed	 that	 in	 these	 scenarios,	 the	 accused	 had	
already	been	convicted	by	God	as	guilty	and	any	further	
litigation	was	not	necessary.	

	
Trial	by	combat	reached	its	apex	of	operation	in	the	late	
13th	Century	and	 it	was	one	of	 the	most	prominent	 fea-
tures	of	European	legal	systems.	But	as	kingdoms	or	em-
pires	progressed	towards	the	end	of	the	Middle	Ages	into	
the	 age	 of	 discovery	 and	 enlightenment,	 the	 use	 of	 this	
Judicium	 Dei	 rapidly	 decreased.	 Across	 the	 Channel	 in	
France,	 one	 of	 the	 7inal	 times	 that	 trial	 by	 combat	was	
used	 was	 the	 most	 brutal	 and	 gruesome.	 In	 December	
1386,	under	the	authority	of	King	Charles	VI,	a	trial	was	

fought	 in	 Paris	 to	 decide	 a	 case	 brought	 by	 Sir	 Jean	 de	

Carrouges	 against	 squire	 Jacques	 Le	 Gris,	 whom	 he	 ac-

cused	of	raping	his	wife	Marguerite	when	Carrouges	was	

in	Paris.	

	

In	 late	 December,	 shortly	 after	 Christmas,	 the	 combat-

ants	met	in	the	grounds	of	an	abbey	in	the	northern	Paris	

suburbs.	 After	 a	 lengthy	 ceremony,	 the	 battle	 com-

menced,	 and	 after	 a	 furious	 and	 bloody	 encounter	 Car-

rouges	stabbed	Le	Gris	through	the	 throat	with	his	dag-

ger	and	claimed	victory,	being	rewarded	with	substantial	

7inancial	gifts	and	a	position	in	the	royal	household.	The	

duel	was	watched	by	the	royal	court,	several	royal	dukes	

and	 thousands	 of	 ordinary	 Parisians,	 and	 was	 subse-

quently	 recorded	 in	 several	 notable	 chronicles	 such	 as	

Froissart's	 Chronicles	 and	 the	 Grandes	 Chroniques	 de	

France.	

	

By	 the	 turn	 of	 the	 17th	Century,	 judicial	 duels	 had	 van-

ished	 from	 across	 the	 continent	 entirely,	 despite	 still	

maintaining	 their	 place	 in	 the	 judicial	 systems	 of	many	

countries.	At	the	time	of	the	Declaration	of	Independence	

in	1776,	trial	by	combat	was	still	legal	in	the	United	King-

dom,	and	the	United	States	inherited	British	common	law	

on	independence,	thereby	accepting	trial	by	combat	into	

its	judicial	system	despite	it	not	having	been	used	in	over	

a	 century.	 Its	 end	 in	England	 came	about	 around	1819,	

when	parliament	decided	to	pull	it	from	the	legal	system	

following	a	man’s	attempt	 to	 invoke	a	 trial	by	combat	a	

year	prior.	

	

This	 act	 expelled	 Trial	 by	 Combat	 from	 Europe	 after	

1700	years	of	God’s	divinity	and	omnipotence	strength-

ening	 the	innocent	and	chastising	the	guilty	on	 the	7ield	

of	combat	

1540s	depiction	of	a	1409	judicial	combat	in	Augsburg		
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Justinian’s justice 
By Jakub Mikulski, Year 12  

L 
aw	and	order	often	de7ines	a	prosperous	civili-
sation;	 it	 is	 upon	 the	 foundation	 of	 an	 agree-
ment	to	respect	property	and	the	rights	of	man	
that	 trade	 is	 able	 to	 7lourish.	 Nowhere	 on	 the	

planet	 could	 this	 be	more	 important	 in	 the	 city	 of	 Con-
stantinople,	 capital	 of	 the	 Eastern	 Roman	 Empire	
(known	 more	 commonly	 as	 the	 Byzantine	 Empire),	
which	 sits	 on	 the	Bosphorus	 Strait.	 The	 location	of	 this	
settlement	meant	 it	won	 the	geographical	 lottery	 to	be-
come	a	wealthy	city	and	this	was	only	accentuated	with	
the	 inheritance	 of	 the	 title	 of	 Roman	 Empire	 with	 the	
collapse	of	its	western	counterpart.	As	the	imperial	occi-
dent	fell	to	invaders,	the	east	would	hold	its	ground,	bar	
a	number	of	localised	riots,	which	were	treated	criminal-
ly	with	just	punishment	according	to	a	Roman	legal	sys-
tem.	 Nonetheless,	 as	 time	 went	 on	 much	 of	 this	 infra-
structure	became	obsolete;	 the	 results	 of	 this	was	poor	
tax	collection,	corruption,	military	decline	and	devastat-
ing	legal	deadlock.	

	
A	peasant	raised	to	the	purple,	Emperor	Justinian	would	
embark	on	the	herculean	task	of	changing	this:	he	would	
tackle	 the	 age-old	 issue	 of	 inef7icient	 tax	 collection	 by	
centralising	 the	 system;	 his	 generals	 would	 soon	 go	
about	 restoring	 the	 might	 of	 the	 empire;	 corruption	
would	 be	 broadly	 left	
alone	since	dealing	with	
it	 would	 only	 impede	
stability	during	this	cru-
cial	 period	 of	 growth	
but	 the	key	 focus	of	 the	
beginning	 of	 Justinian’s	
reign	would	be	the	legal	
system	reform.	As	prosaic	as	this	may	seem	in	an	age	of	
codi7ied	 constitutions	 and	 widespread	 awareness	 of	 at	
least	 the	 simplest	 tenets	 of	 national	 legal	 systems,	 this	
was	a	great	 leap	 forward	 from	 the	Roman	 law	 that	had	
governed	 the	 empire	 previously.	 Through	 centuries	 of	
neglect	and	bureaucracy,	the	legal	code	of	the	Byzantines	
had	 grown	 to	 contradict	 itself	 at	many	 points	 on	many	
important	 topics	 such	 as	 in	 what	 instances	 a	 crime	
should	be	punished	with	death.	Roman	law	was	born	in	
the	form	of	 Justinian’s	reforms,	with	 the	 introduction	of	
the	 genius	 legal	mind	 of	 Tribonian,	who	 he	 elevated	 to	
magister	 of)iciorum,	essentially	master	administrator.	In	
this	position,	 Tribonian	would	 spend	14	months	 study-
ing	a	thousand	years	of	Roman	law,	from	both	west	and	
east,	 culminating	 in	 the	 creation	of	 a	 new	 law	 code,	 far	
more	 untangled	 and	 less	 prone	 to	 misunderstanding.	
The	master	administrator	condensed	1500	books	of	legal	
precedent	describing	past	 cases	and	sentences	 into	 just	
50	volumes.	 Justinian	then	declared	these	documents	to	
supersede	all	previous	decisions,	 to	set	 lawyers	back	 to	
square	 one	 on	 implicit	 code.	 Finally,	 a	 document	 called	
Institutiones	 was	produced,	taking	the	form	of	a	student	
textbook;	 from	 this	 point	 onwards,	 all	 lawyers	 would	

learn	 from	 the	 same	 source.	 As	 an	 amusing	 side	 note,	
Tribonian	was	unapologetically	pagan,	while	simultane-
ously	 legislating	 the	 systematic	 oppression	 of	 heathens	
and	 heretics	 in	 the	 orthodox	 Byzantine	 Empire	 with	 a	
uni7ied	 church	 and	 state.	 On	 a	 less	 comic	 note,	 he	 was	
also	incredibly	corrupt,	as	put	by	a	contemporary	writer	
and	record	keeper:	“he	was	greedy	of	money,	capable	of	
selling	justice	for	gain,	and	every	day	he	repealed	or	en-
acted	some	law	at	the	instance	of	people	who	purchased	
this	from	him”.	Nevertheless,	Codex	 Justinianius	 and	what	
eventually	became	known	as	Corpus	 Juris	 Civilis	 formed	a	
solid	foundation	for	further	reform	and	advancement.	

	
This	 is	 not	 to	 say	 that	 the	 law	was	 always	held	 in	 high	
regard,	 particularly	 by	 those	who	wrote	 it.	 It	was	 in	 at	
the	grand	chariot	races	of	the	Hippodrome	of	Constanti-
nople,	the	magni7icent	circus	that	stood	as	a	cultural	hub	
of	 the	city	of	 the	world’s	desire,	 that	 this	system	would	
be	tested.	Many	people	from	all	walks	of	life	would	come	
to	watch	the	races,	which	led	to	the	pseudo-organisation	
into	demes.	Derived	from	the	Greek	for	“people”,	crowds	
would	 form	 backing	 a	 particular	 chariot	 racing	 team,	
with	 the	 two	main	demes	 in	 this	period	being	blue	and	
green.	 These	 demes	 had	 become	 increasingly	 rowdy	 at	
certain	 events	 to	 the	degree	 it	was	no	 longer	 tolerable.	

They	 had	 escaped	 the	
rule	of	law	for	some	time	
due	 to	 the	 political	 and	
social	 in7luence	 of	 the	
demes	 but	 when	 a	 par-
ticularly	 violent	 scrap	
broke	 after	 following	 a	
race	between	 the	 greens	

and	blues	resulting	in	numerous	murders,	the	city	guard	
was	forced	to	restore	peace.	Ring	leaders	were	rounded	
up	 and	 seven	 were	 sentenced	 to	 hang	 under	 the	 new,	
reformed	and	ef7icient	 judiciary;	but	at	the	gallows	only	
7ive	men	hanged	until	dead,	with	 the	ropes	of	 the	other	
two	 snapping	 as	 they	 were	 hanging.	 Onlooking	 monks	
ran	 to	 the	 disorientated	 criminals	 through	 the	 crowd,	
taking	the	men	safely	to	a	boat	on	the	Bosphorus	before	
the	executioner	and	guards	were	able	to	properly	react.	
They	rowed	away	from	the	city	to	a	monastery;	the	men	
of	the	demes	would	seek	sanctuary	within.	Upon	the	re-

fusal	 of	 the	monks	 to	 hand	 over	 the	 prisoners,	 the	 city	

guard	would	effectively	lay	siege	to	the	monastery.	

	

The	next	race	 in	the	Hippodrome	came	about.	 Justinian,	

himself	 an	 avid	 supporter	 of	 the	 blues,	 took	 his	 seat	 in	

the	 emperor’s	 box.	 To	 his	 dismay,	 instead	 of	 the	 usual	

cries	 of	 backing	 each	 deme,	 a	 universal	 cry	 of	 mercy	

could	 be	 heard;	 the	 crowds	 wanted	 the	 release	 of	 the	

men	stuck	in	the	church.	The	emperor	would	not	hear	it;	

the	 demes	 controlled	 too	much	 of	 his	 city	 anyway.	 But	

the	demand	 for	attention	did	not	cease	as	 the	spectacle	

this is not to say that the law was always 

held in high regard, particularly by those 

who wrote it.  
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went	 on.	 A	 new,	 overwhelming	 chant	 emerged:	 “Long	
live	 the	merciful	 blues	 and	 greens!”	Of	 the	 two	 seeking	
sanctuary,	 one	 was	 from	 the	 blues	 and	 one	 from	 the	
greens,	 inciting	 bipartisan	 support	 from	 the	 growing	
mob	 in	 the	 circus.	 The	 chant	
changed	 again.	 “Nika.	 Nika.	
Nika.”	All	the	citizens	gathered	
in	 the	 stadium	 chanted	 the	
Greek	word	for	conquer	at	the	
Latin	 speaking	 emperor.	 The	
chant	 of	 “nika”	 was	 usually	
reserved	 as	 a	 taunt	 used	 by	
the	 demes	 against	 the	 losing	
side;	 the	 prospect	 of	 both	
chanting	 this	 in	 unison	
brought	forth	hellish	possibili-
ties	in	itself.	

	
Justinian’s	 justice	 would	 be	
done.	 After	 being	 evacuated	
by	 his	 guard	 to	 the	 palace	
down	a	secret	tunnel	connect-
ing	 the	 palace	 and	 the	 hippo-
drome,	a	collective	 riot	erupt-
ed	in	the	streets.	The	peasants	
set	 the	 doors	 to	 the	 palace	
alight.	 The	 next	 morning	 the	
Emperor	 would	 wake	 to	 see	
the	 whole	 city	 ablaze:	 the	
Hagia	 Sophia,	 the	 Roman	
baths	 built	 by	 Emperor	 Con-
stantine	 himself,	 entire	 living	
quarters.	 The	 emperor	 re-
turned	to	the	hippodrome	and	
prepared	 to	 appease	 the	
crowd	but	the	offer	of	mercy	for	the	two	criminals	would	
no	 longer	 be	 enough.	 The	 people	 cried	 for	 the	 death	 of	
the	 city	prefect,	 the	man	who	was	 responsible	 for	 their	
initial	 failed	 execution.	 Such	 concessions	 he	 was	 pre-
pared	to	give.	But	then	the	crowd	demanded	the	execu-
tion	of	Tribonian	and	other	advisors	to	the	emperor.	Jus-
tinian	 retreated	 back	 to	 the	 palace	 to	 contemplate;	 the	
of7icials	 in	 question	were	 obviously	 corrupt	 but	 the	 ef-
fects	of	this	did	not	extend	to	the	peasants	that	made	up	
the	protesting	crowd.	The	crowd	was	being	manipulated,	
likely	 funded	 by	
some	 of	 senators	
seeking	refuge	with	
the	 emperor	 in	 the	
palace.	

	
Meanwhile,	 the	

public	 gathered	 in	

the	 circus	 and	 planned	 their	 next	 move.	 Justinian	 had	

been	 born	 a	 peasant	 and	men	 of	 royal	 blood	 still	 alive,	

why	should	they	not	be	elevated	to	his	post?	The	strong-

est	claimants	had	7led	the	city	but	a	nephew	of	a	previous	

emperor,	Hypatius,	was	chosen	as	a	good	 enough	alter-

native;	 the	 crowd	 found	 him	 in	 his	 home	 and	 dragged	

him	out	from	under	his	bed	and	took	him	to	the	Hippo-

drome	to	be	crowned	emperor.	

	

Justinian	 debated	 abandoning	 his	 hopes	 of	 justice	 and	

prosperity	 for	 safety	 in	 exile;	 his	 wife,	 Theodora	 con-

vinced	 him	 against	 this,	 however:	 “If	 you	 wish	 to	 save	

yourself,	my	lord,	there	is	no	dif7iculty.		We	are	rich;	over	

there	is	the	sea,	and	yonder	are	the	ships.		Yet	re7lect	for	

a	moment	whether,	when	you	

have	 once	 escaped	 to	 a	 place	

of	 security,	 you	 would	 not	

gladly	 exchange	 such	 safety	

for	 death.	 	As	 for	me,	 I	 agree	
with	 the	 adage	 that	 the	 royal	
purple	 is	 the	 noblest	 shroud.”	
At	 once,	 Justinian	 set	 about	
scheming	 to	 resolve	 the	 pub-
lic’s	discontent.	The	ideal	solu-
tion	 would	 become	 apparent	
soon;	he	would	 7ight	 7ire	with	
7ire.	 Justinian	 would	 summon	
three	men:	Belisarius,	Mundus	

and	Narses.	The	latter	was	the	

king’s	 trusted	 eunuch,	 most	

useful	 for	 affairs	 not	 strictly	

royal.	

	

Furnished	with	a	sack	7illed	to	

the	 brim	 with	 gold,	 Narses	

would	 sneak	 in	 to	 the	 Hippo-

drome	 to	 the	 leaders	 of	 the	

blue	deme.	Hypatius	was	soon	

to	be	crowned	but	a	few	sweet	

words	 from	 the	 eunuch	 to	

these	 leaders	 signi7icantly	

turned	 the	 tables:	 a	 reminder	

of	deme	allegiance,	the	emper-

or’s	favour	of	the	blues,	Hypa-

tius’	 love	 of	 the	 greens	 and	 a	

few	 hundred	 coins	 in	 each	 pocket	 caused	 the	 blues	 si-

lently	 disperse,	 leaving	 a	 shrinking	 crowd	 ready	 to	

crown	their	own	emperor.	Here	would	come	in	Belisari-

us	and	Mundus,	the	great	generals.	Greens	(and	a	smaller	

number	of	blues)	fell	at	the	hands	of	a	pincer	manoeuvre	

into	the	stadium,	ending	the	revolt.	

	

In	an	attempt	to	reform	the	legal	situation	of	the	empire	

and	 stabilise	 the	 political	 situation	 of	 the	 city,	 Justinian	

had	 over	 30,000	

men	 murdered.	

One	 can	 assume	

that	this	was	a	wor-

thy	 trade,	with	 Jus-

tinian’s	 future	 re-

conquest	 of	 Rome	

and	 a	 number	 of	

Ostrogoth	and	Van-

dal	 lands,	but	 this	was	a	case	 in	history	where	 the	pun-

ishment	was	in	no	means	proportional	to	the	crime.	The	

irony	of	a	legal	reform	prior	to	this	situation	escalating	is	

not	 lost	 when	 looking	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 justice.	 It	

leaves	one	to	wonder:	is	there	such	thing	as	true	justice?	

Perhaps	we	can	use	the	words	of	a	defeated	leader	of	the	

Vandals	 as	 Justinian	 was	 about	 to	 order	 his	 execution	

also:	

	

Vanitas	vanitatum,	omnia	vanitas	

A	contemporary	mosaic	of	Justinian	in	Ravenna	

in an attempt to reform the legal situation of  the 

empire and stabilise the political situation of  the 

city, Justinian had over 30,000 men murdered.  
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T 
here	 is	 not	 a	 single	 scholarly	 work	 that	 pro-
vides	a	comparative	international	view	of	mili-
tary	 justice	 in	World	War	One	 across	 the	bel-
ligerent	 nations.	 Nearly	 all	 studies	 focus	 on	 a	

single	nation;	the	justi7ication	of	which	could	be	the	idea	
that	military	 justice	 systems	 of	 individual	 nations	were	
shaped	by	their	own	military	histories	and	traditions,	as	
well	as	the	values	of	their	respective	civil	societies.	That	
said,	 generally,	 the	 representation	 of	military	 history	 is	
usually	 seen	 as	 harsh	 as	 battle	 itself.	 Indeed,	 popular	
culture	 in	the	UK	deems	military	discipline	as	an	essen-

tial	 element	 in	 a	 broader	 set	 of	 coercive	 practices	 de-

signed	 to	 intimidate	 the	

citizen	 soldier	 and	 force	

him	to	remain	steadfast	in	

the	 war	 of	 attrition	 and	

slaughter.	 In	 Britain,	 a	

number	 of	works,	 such	 as	

In	Flanders	Fields	and	 The	

Donkeys	 perpetuated	 the	

idea	 of	 British	 soldiers	 as	

victims	 of	 incompetent	 and	 pitiless	 generals.	 Military	

discipline	became	another	strand	to	a	well-rooted	 ‘lions	

led	by	donkeys’	argument.	

	

Over	recent	decades	though,	a	revisionist	view	has	come	

to	test	this	assumption,	arguing	that	 in	general,	military	

justice	was,	for	the	most	part,	fair	and	just.	According	to	

this	view,	regarding	soldiers	as	unfortunate	victims	of	an	

inhumane	system	would	be	a	mistake;	“it	may	have	been	

a	hard	justice,	but	it	was	justice.”	

	

The	 late	19th	 century	 saw	 reform	and	modernization	of	

law	 codes	 in	 numerous	 countries.	 In	 Britain,	 the	 Army	

Act	 of	 1881,	 the	 1912	 edition	 of	 the	 King’s	 Regulations	

and	the	1914	Manual	of	Military	Law	underpinned	mili-

tary	discipline	in	WW1.	Like	nearly	everything	going	into	

the	War,	these	codes	were	built	on	the	idea	that	con7licts	

would	be	of	relatively	short	

duration	 and	 movement	

through	 big	 set-piece	 bat-

tles.	 The	 static	 and	 pro-

longed	 warfare	 that	

emerged	 in	 the	 winter	 of	

1914	was	at	complete	vari-

ance	with	pre-war	expecta-

tions	and,	 like	all	other	as-

pects	of	warfare,	military	 justice	would	be	 forced	to	ad-

just	to	a	new	reality;	increased	numbers	of	offenders	and	

soldiers	 confronted	 with	 the	 horrors	 of	 industrialized	

warfare.	This	increased	pressure	would	test	the	assump-

tion	that	underpinned	the	British	Manual	of	Military	Law	
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Afterword 
We	hope	you	have	enjoyed	this	issue	of	Retrospect,	which	has	explored	

terrible	 crimes,	 and	 some	 terrible,	 unfair,	 unjust	or	outrageous	exam-

ples	of	punishment,	a	concept	which	has	evolved	over	time	and	contin-

ues	to	evolve	today.	Check	out	our	podcast,	 linked	on	the	school	web-

site,	 for	more	 re7lection	 on	 this	 and	 an	 interview	with	 Old	 Suttonian	

Lewis	McCormack.				Keep	your	eyes	“peeled”	(no	pun	intended!)	for	the	

next	issue	in	the	Spring	Term	–	it	would	be	a	crime	to	miss	it!	

For	the	7irst	time,				

     Your Editors      
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that	 “the	object	of	military	 law	 is	 to	maintain	discipline	

among	 the	 troops	and	other	persons	 forming	part	of	 or	

following	an	army.”	

	

In	World	War	One,	3,080	British	men	were	sentenced	to	

death	 as	 a	 result	 of	 violating	

military	law.	Of	these,	only	346	

were	 actually	 executed	 –	 the	

vast	 majority	 for	 desertion,	

followed	 by	murder,	 and	 then	

cowardice.	 Mutiny	 was	 also	 punishable	 by	 death,	 but	

only	one	man	was	 shot	 (for	 the	Etaples	disturbances	 in	

1917).	 Recent	 studies	 into	 diary	manuscripts	 and	 testi-

monials	 have	 revealed	 that,	 far	 from	 disagreeing	 with	

death	sentences	for	desertion,	the	average	soldier	actual-

ly	thought	that	the	death	penalty	was	a	just	response	to	a	

serious	crime.	

	

And	 so	 how	 should	 we	 re7lect	 on	 military	 justice	 in	

World	War	 One?	 Do	 we	 take	 the	 seeming	 barbarity	 of	

military	 justice	 as	 something	

to	lament	and	frown	upon?	Or	

do	we	actually	view	 justice	on	

the	 front	 line	 as	 an	 integral	

part	 of	 maintaining	 discipline	

in	a	citizen	army?	The	debate	continues	and	splits	histo-

rians.	World	War	One	 is	 increasingly	being	 investigated	

through	the	lens	of	the	individual	and	justice,	along	with	

the	 role	 of	 race	 and	 class,	 are	 becoming	 topics	 of	 in-

creased	focus	

the object of  military law is to 

maintain discipline  




